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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 


FOR THE YEARS 1962 - 1963 


——a ee | 





G. G. McFarlane 
A. R.ootannah 


This comparative statistical report is designed to reveal the range of 
duties and responsibilites and the total workload of Provincial employed 
Probation Officers. To compare the ®workloads of Officers in specific 
Counties or Districts in relation to the population, the number of case-— 
working Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services during the 
years 1962 and 1963. 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related figures 
reported in this study does not involve Supervising Probation Officers 
nor Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an administrative or super- 
vising capacity. 


When it has been necessary to produce a monthly case and workload 
figure per Officer, the nearest whole figure has been used for the purpose 
of this statistical report. 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services for 
investigation report, family counselling, and preventive counselling, or 
referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial contacts as well as for 
statutory supervision of persons designated to report to a Probation 
Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1963 shows 
an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities 
will be aware of any additional appointments either made or proposed for 
additional staff to take care of such overloads during 1964. 


While the percentage of "completions without sentence" in Table 6 
serves as one indicator of the value of probation supervision, it should 
not be construed as a-final figure reflecting the total percentage of 
"successful rehabilitations", It undoubtedly includes a large percentage 
who successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation supervision. 
However, it includes a percentage who may recidivate within a day, months, 
or years following completion. It also includes a percentage who were 
reported for violation, but, who nevertheless were allowed to conclude 
their probation without sentence. In 1963, 2004 probationers were reported 
for violation of probation, out of 15,193 under supervision. We are un- 
able to estimate the percentage of those probationers reported, who were 
either sentenced in relation to the violation or who were permitted to 
complete their original probation order, notwithstanding the violation 
reports 


Follow-up studies are indicated, * 
1962 figures prepared by A. Sumpter. 


* See Appendix Page 2. 





. W. Cough Lasts 
Director of Probation Services, 
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APPENDIX 


One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of 
Criminal Science in 1958 on the success and failure of probation, 
contains an indication of the percentage of successes during the 
period in which the order was in force and after a three year follow- 
up period. The study groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers 
and 5,020 juveniles (persons aged 8 and under 17 in Britain), 


Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948-53) Adults (4,316) Juveniles (5,020) 


Successful completion with no appearance in 
Court while the order was in force and no 70.0% 57.9% 
re-conviction during the follow-up period: 


Successful completion of probation in spite 
of appearance in Gourt while the order was 3.8% 45% 
in force and no re-conviction during the 
follow-up period: 








General rate of success: 73.8% 62.4% 








Research into Caseload Standards: 


1. "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" ~ A Report of The Pro- 


fessional Council of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency in the 
United States (1963) supplies the following workload formula by way of 
establishing the maximum workload which a Probation Officer can effectively 
carry. This formula provides for one unit of work as representing the 
amount of time spent in the supervision of one case for one month, and 

five units as representing the amount of time spent on a pre-sentence in- 
vestigation. In accordance with their criteria the maximum workload 


would be 50 units. 


2. The Report of The Department Committee on the Probation Service in 
England and Scotland presented to Parliament in 1962, while suggesting 
a formulae would be difficult to apply as there were many variables 
which could make the formulae inapplicable, did suggest that if a 
formulae was applied, 50 cases would be considered as a standard case- 


load. 


or The Probation Officers! Association Ontario in conjunction with 
Ontario Probation Service conducted a Qualitative & Quantitative Survey 
in 1963 and evolved a figure of 60 units as the maximum which could be 


effectively carried. 1 case = 1 unit. 1 P.S.R. = 4 units. 


For the purpose of this study we have used the measurement, 
1 case = 1 unit, 1 P.S.R. = 2 units. 





TABLE 1, 


en: Se) emmmeriiemni:| cies seasimenpenpipanaen, tambon ecn 


THE YEARS 1962 & 1963 











Population . No. of Prov. Persons Persons Persons - Average 
Probation Under Placed Under Caseload 
Officers Probation Under Probation per Officer 
Supvsn. Probation |  Supvsn. as during year 
as of Jan.1| Supvns.during of Dec, 31 
1962 196 19621963 | 1962 1963 | 196 1963 1962 1963} 19621963 
{OMA Phat . Pegi t 3 3 99 146 151 150 | U6 Ah 49 
NT 19,06) 99,837) 2 2 91 106 114 copy Oo) ite jore2 51 
Mee it.551 y1,eo7| 1 1 ene Ws us|! 66 62170 
RANE 76,895 79,183; 2 2 159 16 | 129 wel u6 155] 73 75 
FZETON 359,887 373,803 | 6 if 260%) 36% 408 439 | Gol 9356 58 55 
ERIN 16,58) 16i103 1) = Included in Wellington | 
{IN D7gile 59sK05 |) 2 a hy 63 af 3 63 fas 30 32 
ax 256,867 257,289 | 7 i 177-206 163 180 206 220°) 26 29 
\WTENAC 77,347 78,928 | 3 3 Toe 5G 135 129 96 114 | 39 38 
it 62,610 62,574} 2 2 73 109 109-125 10992 | 49 5h 
NIMAND 27,736 28,007/ 1 1 aah ae 29 ao iis Sass zs 24, 
WON 122,287 128,25), | 2 3 Sot LOL 93 1L9 101 £125 | 6 1 
MINGS 86,219 87,016 | 2 2 133-143 on 103 43 lll | 66 60 
TN 50 ,008 50,513 | a ib 45 as AL AL 42 50 | 13 Ah 
IRA 30,992 a oe | 2 2 98 100 138 181 TOO = "130 56 68 
r Soni 2 91190 | 4 h 151 201 168 151 201 180 | 44 Ady 
;3TON 984535 99,28) 1) 3 4 12 143 156 187 143 «197 Lh Lh 
ARK By4bo 7) 38,5031) 1 il Wh Dd 43 68 ei eye are 5h 
ie 67,831 68,950] 1 1 2 = 35 33 52 35 50 | Si 16 
GENVILLE | 
NOX & 23,566 23,690 | a i. She Bk 23 ay BL eh | 29 39 
DDINGTON 
OLN §=126,559 129,462 2 5 140 148 158 138 WKS Sve e gs 47 
TT0ULIN Geet 093 |i) R/T 1 = 16 18 45 We 7s ay 33 
DLESEX 215,214 221,322} 5 5 SEs te alg 241 269 7S eh tek 6 
<OKA eo ease tL i! 2-2 20 5h 2b 63B 23 38 
ISSING 61,525 64,136} 3 3 8h 1s 137 Dee LOT [623 38 
| 








het, & 


Population No. of Prov. Persons Persons Persons Average 
Probation Under Placed Under Caseload 
Officers Probation Under Probation per Officer 
Supvsn. Probation Supvsn, as during 


as of Jan. 1} Supvns. during] of Dec. 31 year 
1962 1963 : 1962 1963 1962 1963 1962 1963 | 1962 1963 1962) 1963 


FOLK BO ae 51,045 | Pes 2 92 98 Lhe 1291 9S 87 50 52 





























TH. & 80,523 81,830! 1 ‘Ly Mecca 55 Te as 53 55 
URHAM | | | 
| 
ARTO 138,990 144,054, 2 BSP Pah og 152 243. }198 211 82 108 
ORD 70,621 71,807 1 10 fh aa emp Al shy wgombee gs. WM Windy guregg 
IRY Diepseieos| B21 Cte GM 7h Cl (ase ae a vam 
OUND | 
iL 119,469 130,740 2 eel -<8Ge oh, 140 Bi) Ohe aa | 53 75 
TE Piet sao7) 2 | | ka 88 45 ag ee (38 “ten a! BS 
ER 75,989 75,574 3 OM) cayman 178 Bid. zee g2 Prot A 
(BOROUGH | | | 
ISCOTT & 47,980 48,223 1 Te ae 17 bo She HO yo Ot) 1a5t 
|RUSSELL : 
‘NCE 19,656 19,755. ~ Incluied in Hastings | 
EDWARD | | | | 
\NY RIVER 22,732 22,232 1 eh) Soy 28 | 55 70: 38 56 i 
{FREW 77,570 78,250 1 DMs coe) ost | 19 126 | 49 105 55 AB 
COE 8=s-:129,469 131,318 5 5 | 67 Asay 4} 270 235 190 197 are 
\ | | ; 
WRDUN- 92,383 91,969, 2 Cae etree) 03,9] 98 116 |103 114 55 55 
GLEN | | 
(BURY 149,735 149,040] 5 pe Fears 219 8} 236 28, | 219 280 Maeve 52 
i 
i 
{ISKA- TOS" W715) 2 3 | 165" 058 1a 151 158% 7135 83 49 
MING : 
INDER =—-125,578 126,897) 4 4 | 162-) 216 | 264 249 | 216 213 D4, af 
|BAY | 
MeIA& 37,516 37,643| 1 it | 15 BY 9 Boa Ot 52 3h 49 
HALIBURTON 
IERLOO 180,762 187,276] & 4 17l 152 233 a9 (15h 22k ee G0 
\LAND 164,896 167,455] 4 h ie deo 250 2,0 }189 212 4g 53 
LINGTON 84,345 85,953| 3 3 93 «al 105 L5oM ei, 22 31 =o 
JIWORTH 342,964 349,650) 10 iu 426 343 14,30 467 | 343 408 43 oi 
\K ige.725 121,228| 2 2 % 97 143 TESS 97" Ge D9 17 
|Ro 1,594,686 1,652,315} 26 Puy i pislou mtbr se) 3598 804° 1,54 1,596 57 61 
TORONTO , 
al persons under Supervision during year 1962 1963 











TABLE 2 
SHOWING OTHER STATUTORY SUPERVIS"ON 
CARRIED OUT BY 
PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1962 - 1963 
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SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 


EN ERS UR 


During Years 1962 & 1963 
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During: Years 1962 & 1963 
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AVERAGS CASE LOAD PER MONTH 


OF PROVINVIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
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Durin;: Years 1962 & 1963 
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 








COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 





FOR THE YEARS 1963 - 1964 


Prepared bys G. G. McFarlane 
A. Ro Stannah 


This comparative statistical report is designed to reveal the range of 
duties and responsibilities and the total workload of Provincial employed 
Probation Officers. To compare the **workloads of Officers in specific 
Counties or Districts in relation to the population, the number of case- 
working Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services during the 
years 1963 and 1964, 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related figures 
reported in this study does not involve Supervising Probation Officers nor 
Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an administrative or supervising 
capacitye 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the average of 
the active month-end caseload and monthly average of investigations per 
Officer as submitted by area Supervisors at the end of each quarter. **The 
National Council of Crime and Delinquency standard of 1 unit per case and 5 
units per investigation was applied to this average month-end figure to 
arrive at the average month-end workload per county or district. (Table 5). 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services for 
investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive counselling, or 
referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial contacts as well as for 
statutory supervision of persons designated to report to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1964 shows 
an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities 
will be aware of any additional appointments either made or proposed for 
additional staff to take care of such overloads during 1965. 


While the percentage of "completions without sentence” in Table 6 
serves as one indicator of the value of probation supervision, it should 
not be construed as a final figure reflecting the total percentage of 
"successful rehabilitations", It undoubtedly includes a large percentage 
who successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation supervision. 
However, it includes a percentage who may recidivate within a day, months, 
or years following completion. It also includes a percentage who were 
reported for violation, but, who nevertheless were allowed to conclude their 
probation without sentence. In 1964, 2,102 probationers were reported for 
violation of probation, out of 15,671 under supervision. We are unable to 
estimate the percentage of those probationers reported, who were either 
sentenced in relation to the violation or who were permitted to complete 
their original probation order, notwithstanding the violation report .* 


* Follow-up studies are indicated. 


%* See Appendix Page 2. 
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One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of Criminal Science in 
1958 on the success and failure of probation, contains an indication of the percentage 
of successes during the period in which the order was in force and after a three year 
ollow-up period. The study groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers and 5,020 
juveniles (persons aged 8 and under 17 in Britain). 


Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948-53) Adults (4,316) Juveniles (5,020) 


juccessful completion with no appearance in Court 
vhile the order was in force and no re-conviction 
juring the follow-up period: 70.0% 57.9% 


juccessful completion of probation in spite of 
uppearance in Court while the order was in force 
ind no re~conviction during the follow-up period: 3.8% Ly, 5% 





feneral rate of success: 73.8% 62.4% 
tesearch into Caseload Standards: 
"Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of The Professional Council of 


———Ss a 


‘ollowing workload formula by way of establishing the maximum workload which a Probation 
Mficer can effectively carry. This formula provides for one unit of work as repre- 

senting the amount of time spent in the supervision of one case for one month, and five 
mits as representing the amount of time spent on a pre-sentence investigation. In | 
iccordance with their criteria the maximum workload would be 50 units. 


yhe National Council on Crime & Delinquency in the United States (1963) supplies the 


2, The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in England and 

3cotland presented to Parliament in 1962, while suggesting a formula would be diffi- 

sult to apply as there were many variables which could make the formula inapplicable, 

jid suggest that if a formula was applied, 50 cases would be considered as a standard | 
saseload. | 
3. The Probation Officers’ Association Ontario in conjunction with Ontario Probation 

Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantitative Survey in 1963 and evolved a figure 

of 60 units as the maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 1 unit, 

LP.S.R. = 4 units.) A number of other variables are considered in the formula. 





\pplication of Workload Formulae 


| The criterion which we have applied for workload reference purposes in our Comparative | 
‘Statistical Report for the years 1963 - 1964 is (1 case = 1 unit and 1 report = 5 units, | 
vith "50 units" as the maximum effective workload per officer). Application of this 

“ormula of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart from other considerations 

ind weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a number of counties and districts. 

fuch of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase in demand on the part of most 


| . . . 
sourts for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures must 
ye qualified by the Area Supervisors! own assessments and evaluative reports. Such re- 
vorts are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates and in 
leciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 





Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on the Performance 


of Probation Officers...'' from the Home Office Research Unit for Great Britain for the 


rear 1959 indicate that British Officers were involved for 8% of their time in preparing 
| Officers in Ontario were occupied in 


social enquiries whilst the time in which Probation 

shis duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 23% in 1962. 

| e would have to take in regard to the problem of assessing Pro- 
vation Officers! work by applying such formulae would be comparable with that of the 


3ritish Home Office, Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962. While they 
lave regarded 50 units as the standard "caseload", it must be noted that their formula 
would make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the part of courts in this 


2rovince for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 
“| 
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APPENDIX 


Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On Assessing Probation 


Officers' Work by Formulae 
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"There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers’ work by 
applying formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make widely varying 
demands upon officers; their non-supervisory work also varies from case to case 
and cannot, in any event, be expressed in terms which enable it to be added by 
simple arithmetic to the number of cases under supervision; and the work which 
an officer can reasonably be expected to undertake will depend on his methods 
and capacities. A good officer may be able to carry more work than a mediocre 
one: or it may be desirable to give him fewer cases because he is capable of work 
of greater depth. We agree with the view expressed to us that there is need for 
research into these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload 
standards may be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers than 
to individuals because, within a normal group, variations in the capacities, methods, 
and rates of work of individuals may tend to cancel each other out. Our general 
conclusion, however, is that the need for a caseload index has been reduced. 
Principal probation officers have, over the years, acquired experience of the 
total demands upon their staffs, and their assessments of staffing needs should, 
if the relationship between the probation committee and its principal officer is 
the proper one of trust and confidence, count for more than mere figures. The 
probation:committee's concern should be to know how its principal officer 
assesses the "workload" rather than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight, 
that is to say, not only of cases under supervision but of all the probation 
officer's duties. The principal, in consultation with senior probation officers 
as necessary, should know the capacities of the officers, the hours they work and 
the precise nature of their cases, and should be able to judge whether individual 
officers are overworked or under-employed. We would not suggest that consideration 
of standard "caseloads" should be wholly abandoned since they have a real, although 
limited, value as a measure of certain types of work; but we recommend that pro- 
bation committees should treat them as guides to be considered in the light of 
their principal and senior probation officers! empirical appraisals. A similar 
approach will, we have no doubt, be employed by inspectors in advising the Home 
Departments upon the establishments that committees propose. In so far as re- 
ference to caseloads may still be helpful, we think that the standard for a man 
officer should be fifty." 
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NORFOLK . 1 P s 5 6 : ly 1 3 
NORTH. & DURHAM : = ms 1 2 : 2 1 2 
ONTARIO - = ~ | Sm ? 6 3 1 
OXFORD - ns = = 5 a | 5 4 a 3 
PARRY SOUND 7 | ~ at ee i 7 8 | 2 2 
PEEL 1 5 | - : B 6 3 ly | : 2 
PERTH - 1 ~ - ~ we | = i | a = 
PETERBOROUGH 1 1 6 i}/u wl] 5 | 3 2 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL : =| = : ly 1 by 1 1 c 
PRINCE EDWARD - s | - : z : s ‘ : : 
RAINY RIVER 1 1 | ‘ : 1 Z : 1 | 1 1 
RENFREW : : ; ak ol tet. ek 
SIMCOE ? a3 " : 8 14 3 3 3 1 
STOR. DUN. & GLEN.| 1 Le = = ee es y : 1 
SUDBURY 1 1 : wl ae ee pee ly 1 : 
TEMISKAMING 21 20 : f 5 9 a4 10 mn 1 
THUNDER BAY ly ly i Te iveaee. Sto 6 6 ly 1 
VICTORIA & = 2 - 3 se Ae 5 2 1 
HALIBURTON 
WATERLOO 12 12 ~ : 3 | 5 1 2 
WELLAND 5 3 17 4 ~ oa 6 4 2 2 
WELLINGTON 1 s “ : 5 6 | 2 2 1 1 
WENTWORTH 18 ie cs Bole eles 5) | 2 2 1 1 
YORK 2 = : - 3 6 | 2 3 i 
METRO TORONTO - - ~ - | 51 60 | 2 2 1 1 








TABLE 3 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 
SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1963 & 196M 











Number of Average Investigation Average Case 

Investigations Reports per Officer Point Value 

and Reports During Year of Reports 

During Year per Officer 

per month 
(1 report - 5 case 
points) 
(to nearest round 

1963. —__—:1964 1963. «1964 ise 1964 
ALGOMA 200 205 | 67 68 | 28 28 
BRANT 103 135 | 52 68 21 28 
BRUCE 18 13 : 18 13 | 8 5 
COCHRANE 170 225 : 85 75 | 35 31 
CARLETON 515 433 | 86 66 31 28 
DUFFERIN ws be : e . . 3 
ELGIN 110 90 | 55 ks | 23 19 
BSSEX 483 507 66 72 | 29 30 
FRONTENAC 60 63 20 21 wears 9 
GREY 170 164 85 82 | 35 34 
HALDIMAND 48 57 48 57 | 20 2h 
HALTON 539 40 179 147 | 75 6] 
HASTINGS 77 94 38 47 | 16 20 
HURON 30 58 30 58 | 13 24 
KENORA. 66 2 33 cut | 14 9 
KENT 188 189 4? 4? | 20 20 
LAMBTON | MY) 255 59 64 | 25 27 
LANARK 20 0 20 LO | 8 17 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 39 23 39 23 16 10 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 38 25 38 25 16 10 
LINCOLN 140 316 47 105 19 2h 
MANITOULIN 15 5 15 10 12 3 
MIDDLESEX 261 224 55 45 22 19 
MUSKOKA 39 50 39 50 16 21 











Number of Average Investigation Average Case 
Investigations Reports per Officer Point Value 
and Reports During Year of Reports 
During Year 


per Officer 
per month 
(1 report - 5 case 


points) 
(to nearest round 
1963 1964 1963, . 1964 en J 1964 
NIPISSING 209 208 70 69 29 29 
NORFOLK 190 103 95 52 LO 21 
NORTHUMBERLAND & 105 113 105 slits yy 47 
DURHAM 

ONTARIO 138 176 69 59 29 24 
OXFORD 166 208 166 104 61 43 
PARRY SOUND 56 65 56 65 23 27 
PEEL 181 cee 90 54 38 23 
PERTH 26 ah 26 34 11 14 
PETERBOROUGH 245 277 82 92 34 38 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 48 54 48 54 20 23 
PRINCE EDWARD s a ‘ B af Fi 

RAINY RIVER 30 20 30 20 13 8 
RENFREW 36 ey, 18 24 ly 10 
SIMCOE 310 272 51 45 26 19 
STOR. DUN. & GLEN. 176 194 88 65 yy a 
SUDBURY 434 330 87 60 36 25 
TEMISKAMING 310 207 103 92 42 38 
THUNDER BAY 7 118 Lyly 30 18 12 
VICTORIA & HALIBURTON 50 43 50 43 20 18 
WATERLOO 286 304 72 76 30 32 
WELLAND 293 173 73 3 34 18 
WELLINGTON 114 138 38 46 16 19 
WENTWORTH 790 1036 72 85 30 36 
YORK 187 175 93 87 39 36 
METRO TORONTO 886 VOL? 33 38 14 16 
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TABLE 4 


During Years 1963 ~ 1964 











Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Month-end 

Cases Dealt with Occurrences Counselling Cases 
During Year Per Officer Per 

Quarter 

(to nearest round fig- 
1963 1964 1963 Set: 1964 1963 1964 
ALGOMA 81 67 152 wie i 6 
BRANT - 2 13 15 iy OA 1 
BRUCE 2% oGnad 3 7 by 7 
COCHRANE 9 10 | 43 155 3 5 
CARLETON 122 34 : 3 1 1 
DUFFERIN - “ ~ : - = 
ELGIN 118 136 53 46 28 29 
ESSEX 226 232 | 1144 1743 27 33 
FRONTENAC 48 83 187 168 9 13 
GREY 48 53 42 24 6 7 
‘HALDIMAND 18 14 30 et ae 5 
‘EALTON 5 24 48 65 | 5 5 
‘HASTINGS 78 67 196 255 | L7 19 
HURON 46 43 22 69 es) 14 
-KENORA 24 6 an 6 | 1 2 
‘KENT 236 144 Pal 24 19 15 
| LAMBTON 12 138 122 154 12 13 
LANARK 14 21 12 1 4 5 
| LEEDS & GRENVILLE 5 1 ag 35 3 3 
“LENNOX & ADDINGTON 45 58 15 14 19 ve 
“LINCOLN 100 49 vial Uy 17 8 
MANITOULIN ~ - 1 = 2 7 
|" MIDDLESEX 295 14.00 Lo2 316 38 28 
_ MUSKOKA 80 96 58 33 a a 
_ NIPISSING 89 112 308 186 24 11 
/ NORFOLK 8 15 4 6 : 





: 





oS 


Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Month-end 
Cases Dealt with Occurrences Counselling Cases 
During Year Per Officer Per 
Quarter 
(to nearest round fig- 
Bare fit ee ure) 
1963 1964 1963 1964 1963 1964 
JORTHUMBERLAND Pos 18 a! 2 5 2 
& DURHAM 
INTARIO 249 27 1 y "7 $ 
YXFORD 6 ZA 42 199 6 al 
>ARRY SOUND 88 80 30 25 24 £5) 
EEL 3 ee, 15 20 if 1 
ERTH 80 (a 198 64 37 28 
ETERBOROUGH 15 ae 67 41 3 1 
RESCOTT 5 6 : - “ a 3 
& RUSSELL 
RINCE EDWARD = an = k: x : 
AINY RIVER 18 10 5 2 8 3 
ENFREW iD 8 340 89 14 5 
IMCOE 576 665 site 953 41 30 
TOR. DUN. & GLEN. 120 176 116 142 21 18 
DBURY Lyd 459 138 153 12 11 
EMISKAMING 86 80 188 65 16 12 
HUNDER BAY 230 175 91 149 5 7 
ICTORIA & 8 4 1 2 1 1 
| HALIBURTON 
ATERLOO 29 36 112 142 5 6 
ELLAND 408 374 85 154 17 16 
ELLINGTON 218 239 e27 226 26 25 
ENTWORTH 184 240 666 676 11 9 
ORK 103 101 78 86 Pas) ot 





/ETRO TORONTO ~ - 453 246 a x 
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TABLE 5 
AVERAGE WORK LOAD PER MONTH 
OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
IN COUNTIES OR DISTRICTS 
During Years 1963 & 1964 


(Calculated to the Nearest Whole Figure) 





STATUTORY SUPERVISION INVESTIGATIONS NON-STATUTORY TOTAL 
CGaGode = |D.W.C.M. Act = P/S Reports - Family Counsel-| Average 
R.o.0.'s- |C.W. Act - Social Histories ling - Month-end 
JoD. Act Nat. Parole Pre-Release Preventive Work Load 
Reports in Units Occurrence per Offi- 
(1 report = 5 Counselling cer 
Units) a eee 
1963 1964 |1963 1964 1963 1964 1963 1964 1963 1964 
ALGOMA 46 53 r 2 28 28 2 6 85 89 
BRANT BS. 5G 1 1 2 28 1 ih 78 86 
BRUCE 63 52 - = 8 5 mn 7 75 «64 
COCHRANE 73 60 4 a 35) 31 5) 5 LES 97 
CARLETON Sf oui uy iL put 28 i} uf 96. Bl 
DUFFERIN - ~ - = = me = = > = 
ELGIN 36° 38 - a8 23 19 28 29 87 OS 
ESSEX 29 30 2 Z 29 30 a4 3 OL “95 
FRONTENAC 34¢«C«*dz;‘ ne 2 8 9 9 is ie 67 
GREY 57 48 Hf af 45 34 6 Z 99 90 
HALDIMAND 22 32 1 at 20 24 5 5 48 62 
HALTON 42 6 i AL O 61 5 5 Zee. ¢ ces 
HASTINGS 62 54 4 3 16 20 7 19 a9 a6 
HURON 54 61 - - 13 24 9 14 86 99 
KENORA 57 60 3 ) 14 9 1 2 fe 74 
KENT 52 Ab 1 = 20 20 19 15 92 io 
LAMBTON 47 43 = - 25 OH 12 is 84 83 
LANARK 51 Bg 2 5 8 1? 4 5 65 64 
LEEDS & 
GRENVILLE 52 40 2 3 16 10 3 3 wo 3s 
LENNOX & 
ADDINGTON Ls a2 1 - 16 10 19 yas 81 65 
(1 Case = 1 Unit under (Reports in (1 Fam. (Combines 
any of the above Stat- Units Case = State + 
utes and Parole) 1 Report = ui Unit) Non-Stat. 
5 Units) Cases @ 
1 Unit + 
Reports @ 


5 Units) 









et alabiay) 
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STATUTORY SUPERVISION § INVESTIGATIONS NON-STATUTORY TOTAL 
C. Code - |D.W.C.M. Act-|P/S Reports - Family Counsel-j Average 
R25.Qts- CoW. Act = Social Histories ling - Month-end 
JoD. Act Nat. Parole |Pre-Release Preventive Work Load 
Reports in Units Occurrence per Offi- 
(1 report = 5 Counselling cer 
poy Ged, i 2 DI 
1963 1964 1196 1963 1964 19631964 1963 1964 
LINCOLN Ben 4 PAO it 19 2u 17 8 89 82 
MANITOULIN je Momma i aa = 12 4 = = 87 96 
MIDDLESEX 46 531 2 3 22 19 38 28 108 103 
MUSKOKA $2. 31.| 3 3 16 Di hy 24 97 «79 
NIPISSING So. wm 325k = " 29 29 2u vn 89 72 
NORFOLK oe) 2) 3 Lo Zi 1 2 96 68 
NORTHUMBERLAND OS an 2 bly 47 5 2 105 127 
& DURHAM 
ONTARIO o13 165 | 3 1 29 24 7 “ 152 90 
OXFORD S945) 23.| 2 3 61 43 6 11 108 80 
PARRY SOUND HOP 55) 2 23 27 2h 21 98 105 
PEEL 63 61 ah 2 38 23 it i! 103. °27 
>ERTH i - aia 14 a7 28 85 84 
2ETERBOROUGH D7 1059 |\ 3 2 34 38 3 1 137 146 
PRESCOTT & be, 8s | 2 - 20 23 it 3 7 7 
RUSSELL 
2RINCE EDWARD en 5 : - - - wey 
2INY RIVER 52. ze a 1 13 8 8 3 (aes: 
ENFREW 54 52 3 it 4 10 14 5 Ye. 68 
SIMCOE er ee 3 = 26 19 Tat 30 hoy 78 
SOR .DUN.&GLEN. ee | 2 1 37 27 21 18 112 86 
SUDBURY 7 59 1 _ 36 25 12 ital 96 95 
CEMISKAMING i a 42 38 16 12 108 92 
“THUNDER BAY 55 49 | 4 af 18 2 5 : 82 69 
TICTORIA & He, 87 | 2 1 20 18 - : Ceased 
“HALIBURTON 
TATERIOO 55h | 2 30 32 3 : peat 
ax 48 50 | 2 2 31 18 iy 16 98 86 
WELLINGTON ae a jae 1 16 a ae = +e: 
JENTWORTE a7 Age. a : 30 36 ae : ils 
YORK a es 2 39 36 25 31 a 
a i! 14 16 2 1 "BOY 
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Introduction 


Table l. Counties and Districts of Ontario with 
Populations, Number of Provincial 
Probation Officers and Number of 
Persons under Provincial Probation 
Officer's Supervision. 


Table 2. Other Statutory Supervision Carried 
Out by Provincial Probation Officers. 


Table 3, Investigations and Written Reports 
Submitted by Provincial Probation 
Officers. 


Table 4, Family Matrimonial Counselling and 
Other Preventive Counselling Under- 
taken by Provincial Probation Officers. 


Table 5, Average Workload per Month of 
Provincial Probation Officers in 
Counties or Districts Calculated to 
the Nearest Whole Figure. 


Table 6, Violations Reported - Charges Laid 
Upon Instructions of Court ~- and 
Probation Supervision Completions. 


Table 7. Interviews and Other Comparative Data 
of Work of Provincial Probation Officers. 
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 
FOR THE YEARS 1964 - 1965 


Prepared by: G. G. McFarlane 
A. R. Stannah 


This comparative statistical report is 
designed to reveal the range of duties and 
responsibilities and the total workload of Provincial 
employed Probation Officers. To compare the workloads 
of Officers in specific Counties or Districts in 
relation to the population, the number of caseworking 
Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services 
during the years 1964 and 1965. 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers 
and the related figures reported in this study does 
not involve Supervising Probation Officers nor 
Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an adminis- 
trative or supervising capacity. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is 
based on the average of the active month-end caseload 
and monthly average of investigations per Officer as 
submitted by area Supervisors at the end of each 
quarter. The National Council of Crime and Delinquency 
standard of 1 unit per case and 5 units per investigation 
was applied to this average month-end figure to arrive 
at the average month-end workload per county or district. 
(Table 5). 


The report highlights the extensive use of 
Probation Services for investigation reports, family 
counselling, and preventive counselling, or referrals 
in relation to a variety of unofficial contacts as 
well as for statutory supervision of persons designated 
to report to a Probation Officer. 














In any specific County or District, which 
during the year 1965 shows an overload per Probation 
Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities 
will be aware of any additional appointments either 
made or proposed for additional staff to take care 
of such overloads during 1966, 


While the percentage of "completions 
without sentence" in Table 6 serves as one indicator 
of the value of probation supervision, it should 
not be construed as a final figure reflecting the 
total percentage of "successful rehabilitations", 
It undoubtedly includes a large percentage who 
successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation 
supervision. However, it includes a percentage who 
may recidivate within a day, months, or years following 
completion. It also includes a percentage who were 
reported for violation, but, who nevertheless were 
allowed to conclude their probation without sentence, 
In 1965, 2,224 probationers were reported for violation 
of probation, out of 16,061 under supervision. We 
are unable to estimate the percentage of those probationers 
reported, who were either sentenced in relation to the 
violation or who were permitted to complete their 
original probation order, notwithstanding the violation 
report, 






aes Coughlan, 


Director of Probation Services, 
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APPENDIX 


| One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of 
riminal Science (1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation 
ontains an indication of the percentage of successes during the period 
n which the order was in force and after a three year follow-up period. 
be study eee consisted of 4,316 adult probationers and 5,020 
uveniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). 


Zz No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948-53) Adults (4,316) Juveniles (5.020 


juccessful completion with no appearance in 

jourt while the order was in force and no 

es during the follow-up period: 70.0% 57.9% 
iuccessful completion of probation in spite 

({ appearance in Court while the order was 

in force and no re-conviction during the 

ollow-up period: 3.8% &e5% 





































eneral rate of success: 755% 62.4% 








A preliminary three year follow-up survey has just been 
iompleted by the Ontario Probation Officers Association on The Results 
f€ Adult Probation. (2) Selection and follow-up of cases from nine 
ifferent rural and urban area in Ontario revealed the following: 


"There were 422 men and 44 women for a total of 466 probationers 
involved in the survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women 

_ proved to be the more successful with 90.9% as compared to 
65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 58% to 
85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, 
varying from 63% to 75%. There was one area at the extreme low 
of 58% and one area at the extreme high of 85%. It is also 
interesting to note that the more concentrated the population, the 
lower was the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, 

| the medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and 

| the North with 75.5%. 











search into Caseload Standards: 


], "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the 
Professional Council of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) 
in the United States (1963) supplies the following workload formula 

by way of establishing the maximum workload which a Probation Officer 
.can effectively carry. This formula provides for one unit of work 

as representing the amount of time spent in the supervision of one 
case for one month, and five units as representing the amount of 

time spent on a pre-sentence investigation. In accordance with their 
criteria the maximum workload would be 50 units. 





: The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in 
England and Scotland (4) presented to Parliament in 1962, while 

| Suggesting a formula would be difficult to apply as there were 

many variables which could make the formula inapplicable, did suggest 
Ehat if a formula was applied, 50 cases would be considered as a 
Standard caseload, 
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APPENDIX 


Research into Caseload Standards: 





3. The Probation Officers' Association Ontario in conjunction with 
Ontario Probation Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantatative 
Survey (5) in 1963 and evolved a figure of 60 units as the 
maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 1 unit, 

1 P.S.R. = 4 units.) A number of other variables are considered 
in the formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae 


The criterion which we have applied for workload reference purposes 
in our Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1964 - 1965 is 
(1 case = I unit and 1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum 
effective workload per officer). Application of this formula of the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart from other considerations 
and weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a number of counties 
and districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase 
in demand on the part of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social 
histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload 
figures must be qualified by the Area Supervisors! own assessments and 
evaluative reports. Such reports are determining factors both in the 
preparation of annual estimates and in deciding upon the allocation of 
existing staff. 


Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on 
the Performance of Probation Officers". (6) from the Home Office Research 
Unit for Great Britain for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers 
'were involved for 8% of their time in preparing social enquiries whilst 
| the time in which Probation Officers in Ontario were occupied in this 
duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 23% in 1962. 





| The position which we would have to take in regard to the problem of 
assessing Probation Officers! work by applying such formulae would be 
comparable with that of the British Home Office, Departmental Committee 
on the Probation Service, 1962. While they have regarded 50 units as 
the standard "caseload", it must be noted that their formula would 

make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the part of 
courts in this Province for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On 


Assessing Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae 


| There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers’ work 
by applying formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make widely 
Varying demands upon officers; their non-supervisory work also varies 
from case to case and cannot, in any event, be expressed in terms which 
enable it to be added by simple arithmetic to the number of cases under 
supervision; and the work which an Officer can reasonably be expected to 
undertake will depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer may 
be able to carry more work than a mediocre one: or it may be desirable 
to give him fewer cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. 
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APPENDIX 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation S : 
Assessing Probation Officers! Work by Formulae ai ee) 


Continued from Page 4 


We agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 
these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload 
Standards may be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers 
than to individuals because, within a normal group, variations in the 
capacities, methods, and rates of work of individuals may tend to cancel 
each other out. Our general conclusion, however, is that the need for a 
caseload index has been reduced. Principal probation officers have. over 
the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon their staffs and 
their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship between 
the probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of 
trust and confidende, count for more than mere figures. The probation 
committee's concern should be to know how its principal officer assesses 
the "workload" rather than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight 

that is to say, not only of cases under supervision but of all the { 
probation officer's duties. The principal, in consultation with senior 
probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities of the officers 
the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and should be : 
able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 


We would not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should 


be wholly abandoned since they have a read, although limited, value as a 
measure of certain types of work; but we recommend that probation committees 
should treat them as guides to be considered in the light of their 
principal and senior probation officers' empirical appraisals. A similar 
approach will, we have no doubt, be employed by inspectors in advising 

the Home Departments upon the astablishments that committees propose. 


In so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, we think that the 
standard for a man officer should be fifty." 


| 
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SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS QF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 





TABLE 1 


NUMBER OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS AND NUMBER OF PERSONS | 


UNDER PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION 


Population 


1964 


98,933 
81,653 
41,880 

383,924 
79,548 
16,626 
59,726 

261,995 
81,143 © 
62,715 
28,564 

134,700 
88,265 
50,713 
32,399 
91,745 

100,074 
38,621 


70,049 


24,090 


131,914 
7,070 
226,855 
24,764 


65,205 


—— eaeomenes comme «= cueecoees 


No, of Prov. 
Probation 
Officers 
1964 1965 
3 4 
2 2 
1 1 
7 7 
3 3 
2 2 
7 7 
3 3 
2 Zz 
1 1 
3 4 
2 2 
1 1 
2 3 
4 4 
4 4 
1 iL 
1 1 
1 1 
3 4 
1 P/T 1 P/T 
5 7 
1 1 
3 2 





DURING 
Persons Persons Persons 
Under Placed Under 
Probation Under PRobation 
Supvsn,. as Probation Supvsn,. as 
of Jan, 1 Supvns, of Dec, 31 
during 
1964 1965 | 1964 1965 | 1964 1965 
144 149 172 =. 205 149 174 
112 124 105 114 124 100 
62 48 57 52 48 49 
358 319 369 373 319 308 
185 163 192 176 183 166 
: fs ss 5 | : ‘ 
75 75 56 70 | th) 79 
220 195 190 166 | 195 202 
114 123 131 182 123 143 
92 108 130 147 108 97 
25 35 59 26 35 14 
125. 139 144 119 139 124 
Ai) it21 989 122 121 3=119 
50 50 47 37 30 43 
130 127 155 185 127 134 
180 177 144 116 Weal 140 
197. 188 160 200 158 181 
43 35 51 51 35 34 
50 48 35 88 48 75 
43 26 18 20 26 40 
137 151 c37 191 151 204 
37 39 18 44 39 40 
244 257 227° 262 257 9258 
38 30 30 26 30 17 
107 97 100 128 972 atl? 


Average 
Month-end 
Caseload 
per Officer 
during year 


1964 1965 
53 40 
56 61 
52 44 
51 44 
60 59 
38 42 
30 30 
42 50 
48 56 
32 27 
46 38 
54 63 
61 41 
60 41 
44 43 
43 42 
37 35 
40 76 
32 37 
49 48 
72 is 
53 37 
31 22 
32 61 
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Population , No, of Prov, Pefsons Persons Persons Average 
Probation Under Placed Under Month-end 
Officers Prebation Under Probation Caseload 
Supvsn. Probation Supvsn, as | Per Officer 
as of Supvns, of Dec, 31]! during year 
Jan 1 during 
1964 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965] 1964 1965 
NORFOLK 51,010 2 2 87 83 117 64 83 61 42 30 
VORTH, & DURHAM 83,800 1 1 57 81 89 63 81 65 76 70 
INTAR IO 152,132 3 3 fy ae We) 181 281 176 249 | 65 Hid. 
)XFORD 71,978 2 2 38 49 48 57 49 56 | 23 27 
2>ARRY SOUND 25,428 1 1 52, 62 84 84 625m? | 55 55 
> EEL 141,633 3 4 141 200 247 228 200 220 ) 61 54 
>ERTH 58,619 1 1 3843 a9, G2 43° Ms7d 52 
> ETERBOROUGH 76,728 3 4 312 313 251 240 | 313 290 | 105 89 
*>RESCOTT & 48,904 1 1 46 46 47 47 46 38 48 38 
MUSSELL 
*RINCE EDWARD 20,392 Included in Hastings 
tAINY RIVER 22,232 1 1 56 39 63 92 39 54 42 52 
tENFREW ir ea hey 2 2 105 100 120 91 100 71 52 39 
3IMCOE 133,594 6 6 197 138 207 208 138 178 28 28 
STOR.DUN, & 92,817 3 Zz 114 136 143 109 136 110 42 45 
3LENGARRY 
SUDBURY 146,682 5% 5% 280 260 245 264 260 308 59 54 
tEMISKAMING 43,734 3 3 135 128 120 146 128 115 41 41 
THUNDER BAY 127,978 4 4 21g 8179 199 197 | 179 180 | 49 INA 
TICTORIA & 37,359 1 1 52 88 123 57 88 42 87 45 
iAL I BURTON 
IATERLOO 194,034 4 4 224 224 304 284 224 241 54 54 
IELLAND 168,127 4 5 211 183 DEG) Pohl 183 Dial 50 47 
JELLINGTON 87,642 3 3 122 133 164 143 | 133 114 | 43 41 
JENTWORTH 355,839 12) 12 408 421 500 457 | 421 412 | 35 36 
TORK 125,036 2 2 66 77 101 107 72) 7781) 838 50 
{ETRO TORONTO 1,717,875 27 30 1596 1652 1615 1769 | 1652 1743 59 58 
| 1964 1965 
‘otal persons under supervision during year 15,671 16,016 
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TABLE 2 
SHOWING OTHER STATYTORY SUPERVISION 
CARRIED OUT BY 


PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Yeers 1964 - 1965 


Deserted Wives | Provincial National | Average ner | Average per 
& Childrens Parole and Parole Officer per | Month-end 
Meintenance Act} Training School Year Caseload 

& Child Welfare} Aftercare per Offi- 
Act cer based 


on querter— 
ly returns 
(to the nearest whole figure) 








196 1965 | 196 1965| 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 - 1965 
ALGOMA 25 UA 2 3 Gy gg ei) 7 2 h 
ae ; ce ee eae = See eae Ci a 
BRUCE 2 = - = e 2 2 2 Se UE 
COCHRANE 2 8 a & 6 A 3 7 a 3 
CARLETON 2h 8 : 2 8 18 5 h 1 1 
DUFFERIN | m E = fe : _ is a a R 
ELGIN < a : = o 2 1 1 ch 1 
ESSEX = - 5 3 19-31 3 5 2 1 
FRONTENAC oe Saal Es: : aw a econ es Sv iiee 
GREY i m = z 1 3 if 2 1 1 
HALDIMAND “ = = 2 1 1 1 1 b A 
HALTON s ~ = 5 3 6 1 2 1 1 
HASTINGS 14 - 1 = 10) eal ade 6 3 2 
HURON > 2 1 r . il 1 2 . = 
KENORA 3 ons 9 Pweg baw ae Be pel 
KENT 1 1 = = cry eee 2 4 ~ 2 
Hi LAMBTON 2 2 3 - 1 4 2 2 - 1 
| LANARK 17 - : - 2 3 | 19 3 5 3 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE = pF a S 6 4 6 by 3 3 
| “LENNOX & | = An ee a j 2 a 2 5 7 
ADDINGTON : 
LINCOLN * = 1 = Gr 413 3 3 1 2 
-MANITOULIN * + - 1 at 2 a - - 
MIDDLESEX 2h nae = 8 8 7 5 3 2 
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MUSKOKA 4 ras - = y) 3 7 2 
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iDeserted Wives ‘Provincial National Average very Average per 
& Childrens Parole &nd Parole Officer per] Month-end 
Meintenance Act | Training School Year Caseload 

& Child Welfare | Aftercare Per Offi- 
Act cer based 


on quarter- 
ly returns 
(to the nearest whole figure) 











1964 1965 | 1964 1965 | 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 
NIPISSING - u . - 7 3 at : ; 
NORFOLK ct al = = 6 5 L 3 3 1 
NORTH. & DURHAM = e 2 fe 2 5 ae D 3 
ONTARIO | - S = = 19 15 6 & 1 2 
OXFORD 5 = 2 eee 7 5 3 3 2 
PARRY SOUND 7 a ~ = 1 0 a > 3 
PEEL 5 6 ~ - 6 15 4 6 2 2 
PERTH uh - - 2 = 0 ipo Ss 0 
PETERBOROUGH 1 0 1 il 10 5 ie ae 2 1 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL a . = = 1 2 eee = 1 
PRINCE EDWARD = = = = o : BY ok z a 
RAINY RIVER 1 1 - - - h ile 1 3 
_RENFREW = - - - 5 9 Be. 8 1 2 
‘SIMCOE 2 h - ~ vigor Oh 3. 3 ce a! 
‘STOR. DUN. & GIEN. i) al : = Li li eas 1 2 
cur i) 2 = = 18, a2 ae - 1 
‘TEMISKAMING 20 10 m : ot: bas 10 6 oo 
‘THUNDER BAY ib ih 1 get cio. 20 6 8 1 ‘h 
“yrerorta & 2 2 - 1 3 2 ae 1 3 
HALIBURTON 
WATERLOO 12 a2 - - ohana oe eo 2 1 
WELLAND 5 - h - GU es 2 2 
WELLINGTON = 3 4 - 6 oh 2 Te 1 1 
| WENTWORTH 13 20 - - es) 8 2s 1 1 
we A = - - 6 8 cium 7 1 2 


] 
| 
| 
| 


: 2s 
‘METRO TORONTO - if = 1 60 97 





TABLE 3 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 


SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL RROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1964 & 1965 


Number of Average Investigation Averege Case 
Investigations Reports per Officer Point Value 
and Reports During Year of Reports 
During Year per Officer 


per month 


(1 report - 5 case 





voints ) 
(to nearest round 
figure ) 
1964 1965 1964 1965 196L, 1965 

ALGOMA 205 151 «68 42 28 17 
BRANT 135 127 68 6, 28 26 
BRUCE 13 2h, 13 2), 5 10 
COCHRANE 225 319 75 106 31 hls 
CARLETON 1,33 L2h 66 61 28 25 
DUFFERIN 3 a is Z 2 f. 

SLGIN 90 107 4.5 5h, 19 22 
ESSEX - 507 1,03 1e 62 30 26 
FRONTENAC 63 62 21 20 9 9 
GREY 164 20), 82 102 3h, 13 
AALDIMAND 57 39 57 39 2k, 16 
MALTON 410 4,01 7 ies 61 51 
HASTINGS 9h, 77 M7 39 20 16 
HURON 58 35 58 35 ie 2R 15 
KENORA 4,2 111 21 42 9 18 
KENT 189 161 k? LO 20 17 
LAMBTON 255 275 64, 69 At za 
LANARK LO 29 LO 29 ry, 12 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 23 5h, 23 39 10 16 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 25 1,0 25 LO 10 17 
LINCOLN 316 177 105 47 2h 20 
MANTTOULIN 5 52 10 52 4 13 
MIDDLESEX 22h 266 15 8 19 15 
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Number of . Average Investigetion Average Case 

Investigations Reports per Officer . Point Value 

and Reports During Year of Reports 

During Year per Officer 

per month 
(1 report - 5 case 
points ) 
(to nearest round 
figure ) 
1964 1965 1964 1965 1961, 1965 
NIPISSING 208 26h 69 151 ogres 62 
|. NORFOLK 103 154 52 57 21 21 
NORTHUMB@RLAND & 113 59 sas 59 LT 25 
DURHAM 

ONTARIO 176 142 59 7 2, 20 
OXFORD 208 315 104 158 13 66 
PARRY SOUND 65 67 65 67 27 28 
PEEL 162 203 5h ca 23 23 
PERTH 3h 98 3h 98 a) 41 
PETERBOROUGH Bgl) 24,6 92 73 38 30 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 5h 50 5h 50 23 Bik 

| PRINCE EDWARD ~ - . = = = 
RAINY RIVER 20 Lh, 20 lip g 18 
REN FREW 47 69 2 35 10 Wy 

| SIMCOE 272 305 15 ie 19 21 
STOR. DUN. & GLEN. 194 1A, 65 ae. 27 22 
SUDBURY 330 hid 60 85 25 35 
| TEMISKAMING 277 290 92 oT ee 38 1,0 
"THUNDER BAY 118 134 30 3h 12 14 
VICTORIA & HALIBURTON 43 31 1,3 Sul 18 is 

| WATERLOO 304, 322 76 83 32 35 
"WELLAND 173 1,62 43 106 4 18 Als 
| WELLINGTON 138 a7 46 39 19 16 
WENTWORTH 1036 76 85 bl, 36 26 
YORK 175 148 87 7h 36 31 


‘METRO TORONTO 1017 1041 38 35 16 
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TABLE 4& 


SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 


COUNSELLING UNDERTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 

















During Years 1964 - 1965 














Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Month-end 

WAS vase with } Occurrences pee ae Cases 
er Officer Per 

Quarter 
(to nearest round 
figure) 

1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 
ALGOMA 67 24 111 143 6 4 
BRANT 2 0 15 5 1 0 
BRUCE 26 22 7 15 7 6 
COCHRANE 10 5 155 231 5 8 
CARLETON 34 20 0 0 1 0 
DUFF ERIN 0 0 0 ) 0 0 
ELGIN 136 88 46 66 29 25 
ESSEX 232 357 1743 818 33 30 
FRONTENAC 83 69 168 174 13 10 
SREY 53 31 24 13 7 7 
HALDIMAND 14 15 53 31 5 4 
HALTON 24 33 65 66 5 4 
HASTINGS 67 50 255 201 19 14 
HURON 43 35 69 34 14 7 
KENORA 6 22 6 119 2 6 
KENT 144 189 24 17 15 16 
LAMBTON 138 130 154 188 13 13 
LANARK 21 16 1 4 5 4 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 1 0 35 23 3 2 
“LENNOX & ADDINGTON 58 68 14 20 23 14 
LINCOLN 49 46 117 68 8 3 
MANITOULIN 0 0 0 & 0 i 
MIDDLESEX 400 526 316 215 28 19 
MUSKOKA 96 | 97 33 66 24 36 
NIPISSING 112 90 186 uh 11 9 


NORFOLK 15 oy ; ‘ 

















Family Counselling 
Cases Dealt with 





During Year 

1964 1965 
18 a2 
ZY 0 
21 17 
80 45 
1 1 
73 72 
3 3 

6 7 

0 0 
10 3 
8 7 
665 473 
176 143 
459 390 
80 73 
175 126 
4 5 
36 26 
374 389 
239 214 
240 375 
101 154 


Preventive Counselling 
Occurrences 


1964 1965 
0 0 
4 5 

199 455 
25 33 
20 26 
64 51 
41 80 

0 0 
0 0 
2 3 
89 54 

353 351 

142 109 

153 136 
65 208 

149 87 

2 5 

142 69 

154 233 

226 177 

676 339 
86 79 

246 439 


Average Month-end 

Counselling Cases 

Per Officer Per 

Quarter 

(to nearest round 
figure) 


1964 1965 
2 3 
0 0 

11 21 
21 19 
1 1 
28 20 
1 2 
3 0 
0 0 
3 1 
5 3 
30 23 
18 13 
11 13 
12 11 
7 10 
1 3 
6 2 
16 12 
25 24 
9 15 
31 26 
1 1 
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TABLE 5 
AVERAGE WORK LOAD PER MONTH 


OF PROVINCIAL PRGBATION OFFICERS 





IN COUNTIES dk DISTRICTS 


During Years 1964 & 1965 


(Calculated to the Nearest Whole Figure) 





























STATUTORY | SUPERVISION INVESTIGATIONS | NON-STATUTORY TOTAL 
Ce eoce - D.W.C.M. Act P/S Reports - Family Counse- Average 
R.S.0.'s C.W. Act Social Histories lling - Month-end 
J.D. Act Nat, Parole Pre-Release Preventive Work Load 
Reports in Units Occurrence per 
(1 reporg= 5 Counselling Officer 
Units) 
1964 1965 | 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 
53 40 2 4 28 17 6 4 89 65 
56 61 1 1 28 26 1 0 86 88 
52 44 0 1 5 10 7 6 64 61 
60 59 1 3 31 44 5 8 97 114 
51 44 1 1 28 25 1 0 81 70 
6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0) 
38 42 1 1 19 22 29 25 87 100 
30 30 2 1 30 26 33 30 95 87 
42 50 2 2 9 9 13 10 67 71 
48 56 1 1 34 43 7 7 90 107 
32 27 1 1 24 16 5 4 62 48 
| 46 38 1 Lele wl 51 5 4 113 94 
KSTINGS 54 63 3 2 20 16 hae oA 96 95 
HRON 61 41 0 0 2h 15 14 7 99 63 
KNORA 60 41 3 3 9 18 2 6 74 68 
KNT 44 43 0 2 20 17 15 16 79 78 
LMBTON 43 42 0 1 27 29 13 13 83 85 
LNARK 37 35 5 3 17 12 5 4 64 54 
LEDS & 40 76 3 3 10 16 3 2 56 97 
GENVILLE 
LNNOX & 32 40 0 1 loasee 17 23 14 65 72 
INGTON 
| 
| (1 case = 1 Unit under (Reports in Q phir ah oes 
| any of the above re : #1 Un Spa Nn 
Statutes and Parole) eport = ‘ 
5 Units) Cases @ 
1 Unit + 
Reports @ 


5 Units) 
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IPISSING 





ORFOLK 





DURHAM 
NTARIO 
XFORD 

ARRY SOUND 


EEL 


‘ETERBOROUGH 


RESCOTT & 
BSSELL 


JRINCE EDWARD 





-AINY RIVER 
ENFREW 
IMCOE 


TOR, DUN. & 


(LENGARRY 


_ JDBURY 


‘EMISKAMING 





| 

“UNDER BAY 
ICTORIA & 
‘IMLIBURTON 


| 


LLINGTON 
\°NTWORTH 
ORK 


| 
[ETRO TORONTO 
| 


| 


ORTHUMBERLAND 


TA 


C. Code = 
ReseOs 's 
J.D. Act 





ORY 


SUPERVISION 


D. W. C.M.Act = 
C.W. Act = 
Nat. Parole 


1964 1965 
1 A 
0 0 
3 2 
3 1 
0 1 
3 1 
2 3 
1 Z 
3 2 
2 3) 
2 2 
0 0 
2 1 
0 1 
1 3 
1 2 
1 1 
1 2 
0 1 
1 2 
1 4 
1 3 
2 1 
2 2 
i 1 
1 1 
2 3 
1 2 


Ae he 


INVESTIGATIONS 


P/S Reports - 
Social Histories 
Pre-Release 
Reports in Units 
(1 report = 5 


Units) 
1964 1965 
24 20 
4 43 
19 15 
21 16 
29 62 
21 24 
47 25 
24 20 
43 66 
27 28 
23 23 
14 41 
38 30 
23 21 
8 18 
10 14 
19 21 
27 22 
25 35 
38 40 
12 14 
18 13 
32 35 
18 44 
19 16 
36 26 
36 31 
16 15 


NON-STATUTORY 





Family Counse- 


lling - 
Preventive 
Occurrence 
' Counselling 
1964 1965 
8 3 
0 1 
28 19 
24 36 
11 9 
2 4 
2 3 
0 0 
11 21 
21 19 
1 1 
28 20 
1 Z 
3 0 
3 1 
5 3 
30 23 
18 13 
yo | 13 
12 11 
7 10 
1 3 
6 2 
16 12 
25 24 
9 15 
at 26 
1 1 


TOTAL 
Average 
Month-erd 
Work Load 
per 
Officer 
1964 1965 
82 a3 
16 116 
103 73 
79 75 
72> 133 
68 59 
127, 718} 
90 94 
80 116 
105 105 
87 80 
84 113 
146 =122 
74 60 
54 74 
68 54 
78 73 
88 82 
95 103 
92 94 
69 72 
107 64 
94 92 
86 105 
88 82 
81 78 
107. 110 
77 76 





TABLY 6 
VIOLATION REPORTED - CHARGES LALD UPON INSTRUCTIONS OF COURT - 
AND PROBATION SUPERVISION SOMPLSTIONS 


During Years 1964 & 1965 


VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 














Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence | Warrant Issued 
or Missing 
1964 1965 | 1964 1965 | 1964 1965 196i 2 1965 N96 1965 
| LGOMA 28 oul 15 19 2% Ms 3 
RANT 6 15 = a 
RUCE 13 i Z £ 
OCHRANE 15 21 " 0 
SRLETON 163 128 42 53 259 339 55 hie 445 3 
UFFERIN = 7 Z : = E 2 a a s 
LGIN 15 iS ie ey! 9 2 50 9 5 - 0 
SSEX 58 59 14 11 189 150 A 40 2 cf 
“ROYTENAC 20 3, 4 Gaull 105 150 18 11 1 1 
“REY 17 32 13 20 79 99 | 9 18 1 L, 
ALDIMAND 22 18 i) uh 26 hh | 8 6 - a; 
ALTON 26 30 1B 12 Lh pal 16 25 1 2 
“ASTINGS 19 23 i 6 86 83 10 5 1 0 
“uRON 4 7 2 2 L8 3h 2 3 2 0 
"BNORA 18 33 ne 16 139 148 18 25 = 0 
ENT 6 6 3 pa ater 135 20 20 zu 0 
- AMBTON 37 5h His te 23s | 6s 1992 AM aB 35 2 = 
- ANARK 29 h 19 O hh Ad, 8 42 3 0 
Reps & 2 9 1 6 36 53 | - 3 - 2 
GRENVILLE | 
BNNOX & 6 3 2 2 a) 33 d, 2 - - 
ADDINGTON 
“INCOLN 38 45 18 35 102 146 25 32 | 3 ? 
-ANTTOULIN 22 18 5 3 10 33 6 7 | 5 e 
TDLESEX 41 36 26 19 202 248 39 28 0 0 
USKOKA 22 10 L, 7 39 29 3 ks = : 
IPISSING 2 2k Oe eee 98 87 10 13 . 3 
ORFOLK 28 13 Zo.) ie B2 Bt it i : 
| 





ea 4. 
aay au hn erat. oa gate x 


gale yo iqse ic ag 


te 





shores 


VIOLATIONS | ; PROBATION COMPLETIONS 















Reported 


Cherged Without Sentence 







With Sentence Warrant Iss- 
ued or Miss—. 
ing 


1964 1965 1964, 1965 | 1964 1965 











ORTH. & 47 62 

DURHAM i : 4 i 
INTARIO 30 ra 1 Z 
KFORD 6 g = @) 
ARRY SOUND 

| EEL 3h LO 8 5 
ERTH 14 

ETERBOROUGH 49 Ah 21 10 30 


RESCOTT & 7 7 h, i 
RUSSELL 


RINCE EDWARD - 2 : 3 
AINY RIVER 7 3 3 2 


_ENFREW 16 Ng 6 7 


nN 

oo 

> 

ae) 

to 

WO 

8 .0 
BP On 

i | Ww 

Ww \ o 


IMCOE ; 7h 61 22 35 206 134 34 oL 3 4 


TOR. DUN.GLEN 146 27 33 20 vA 120 20) 14 - ak 


-EMISKAMING Pak 39) 25 34 





-UDBURY 49 eal aly, 8 210 Oe 21 ae ~ = 





103 147 21 a 1 ale) 
UNDER BAY 29 36 12 NO} 81.97 18), 36 28 5 1 
ICTORIA & 18 it 6 balan 359 80 6 5 3 0 
HALIBURTON 
'ATERLOO 85 eae bi i 5 25 283 2,6 30 18 - O 
ELLAND 62 108 | 30 69,|. 12, 239 | 29 19 | A 0 
aLLINcTON Lh, 49 Be he: 106 128 30 30 - 3 
i2NTWORTH 105 107 L0 g1 | 472 1,29 53 67 | 3 30 
RK 19 15 1 14 68 93 10 14 - 3 
'BPRO TORONTO 675 we | 253 254 | 1577 1560 | 252 20h, 43 65 
| 2102 222k 
omplet ions Without Sentence - Total ......6931 7208 


| 
hreentage of completions Without Sentence 85% 85.9% 
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| TABLE 7 
INTERVIEWS AND OTHER CQMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 








DURING YEARS 1964 & 1965 











Behind ee ee ie pr comeodial 

Visits and In Office Engagements to eating 

1964 1965__| 1964 1965 | 1964 1965 {1964 1965 sue oes 
ALGOMA 4028 4678 229) 2701) s) = Carre 5 0 23 31 
BRANT 1368 1513 | 96 98 | 542.00 550.95 | 1 5 17 14 
BRUCE 794 578 100 107] 595.00 1,271.69 | 2 0 12 3 
CARLETON | 9293 7639 110 131 |5,368.10 3,882.41 | 4o 21 1 13 
COCHRANE | 3617 4966 160 165 | 2,932.87 2,810.67 | 0 4 28 32 
DUFFERIN - - - - : S . : : 5 
ELGIN 1128 1442 153. 153] 100,00 34.00 | 10 1674) 74 6 
ESSEX 6782 6764 469 500!3,014.65 2,822.07 | 22 11 | 18 27. 
*RONTENAC | 3017: 3029 148 178 2 - 7 1 | 10 7 
3REY 1824 1975 Uhh kis : - | 16 7 | 12 22 
JALDIMAND| 646 569 71 76 : és 4 4 | 8 15 
ALTON 1529 1859 280 267] 840.53 1,071.37 | 4 7 | 41 35 
IASTINGS | 1735 1813 124 145 | 1,355.04 3,849,92 | 12 13 | 15 26 
TURON 1623 1527 81 87 - : 7 ey ee 6 
(ENORA 3340 3675 139 72 = - - 1 2 4 
CENT 3270 4412 85 159 |1,838,13 936,40 | 2 12 | 15 17 
LAMBTON 4043 4058 408  400| 868.38 653.91 | 10 14 39 25 
“ANARK 847 693 54 76| 63,43 164,20 | 1 re ee 5 
| 
\EEDS & | 1248 2185 22 92 48,90 25.00 | 1 i VE) 22 8 
(RENVILLE 
.ENNOX & | 667 578 61 80 | 364.00 569.20 | 8 3 3 7 
\DDINGTON 
INCOLN | 3700 3927 197 = 261 - = 113 16 47 37 
IANITOULIN 642 717 39 47 | 158,91 94,90 | 0 1 7 7 
IIDDLESEX | 8501 8575 393 44411,745.84 1,353.84 | 29 39 21 40 
USKOKA 1763 1054 49 67 - “ 1 4 3 4 
PISSING 2041 2469 260 204] 276.45 928,15 | 0 8 7 11 
ORFOLK | 1709 1467 | 120 119 - z 5 : aC Ht 











4 


+ | t£ Aw) 


si 


7 


> 


0.0081 


he Ore > 


of vac 


OF aw 


a 





tien, n} eee 
BE 008 mile 
Py en 


Oe ¥ S ¢ cy 


PO .wot Oe 


4 dea). 














Total Interviews Court Re&titution Collected, Public Custodial 
at Homes -Collateral | Attendance Speaking Conveyance 
Visits and In Office Engagements to Training 
Schools 
1964 1965 1964 1965 | 1964 1965 1964 1965 1964 1965 
jORTH. & 871 704 113 87 | $1,271.00 $1,003.18: 0 (¢) 0 Oo. 
0 RHAM 
NTARIO 3282 3633 116 115 967.51 2,888, 33 1 0 0 3 
IXFORD 1462 2697 172 181 90, 24 556.50! 15 20 20 19 
ARRY . 1480 1398 269 280 : 150.97 3 7 14 15 
SOUND 
EEL 2548 2822 205 207 761.05 “Sales 13 5 17 30 
ERTH 2126 1874 62 79 4,419, 56 714, 60 13 4 6 12 
ETER= 3704 4114 293 289 1,574.10 844, 22 6 6 8 17 
BOROUGH 
RESCOTT & 811 621 68 72 1,320.00 65.00 0 0 0 0 
RUSSELL 
RINCE - 2 - - - = = = - iS 
EDWARD 
AINY 872 883 19°: 31 - - 0 4 1 0 
RIVER 
ENFREW 2762 2642 133 117 623, 36 1,117.84 0 2 16 7 
IMCOE 7819 8442 385 521 2,278, 84 904, 37 9 13 34 30 
TOR. DUN} 4003 46454 187 197 - 1,150, 00 18 22 13 11 
& GLEN. 
'UDBURY 5431 6629 288 450 2,399.57 3,229, 89 8 13 13 30 
EMISKA- 3354 4109 ,124 173 600. 57 670.92 6 5 19 18 
MING 
HUNDER 5158 9229 431 331 1,213.06 678,53 7 6 8 15 
BAY 
ICTORIA & 1099 845 53 41 597.10 199, 65 10) 1 2 3 
HALIBURTON 
| ATERLOO 4431 3917 315 321 3,732.20 3,269.02 9 18 23 9 
i 
ELLAND 5277 4043 243 210 - - 21 15 13 12 
ELLING- | 3518 3601 159 288 - - 7 2 17 30 
| TON 
ENTWORTH 12081 12565 598 638 2 1,813.07 11 17 54 55 
ORK 1650 1779 121 79] 1,405.12 316,79 0 1 13 22 
IETRO 26882 31780 465 483 | 28,855.53 29,097.22 16 17 0 (0) 


LORONTO 
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Introduction 


Table l. Counties and Districts of Ontario with 
Populations, Number of Provincial 
Probation Officers and Number of 
Persons under Provincial Probation 
Officer's Supervision, 


Table 2, Other Statutory Supervision Carried 
Out by Provincial Probation Officers. 


Table 3, Investigations and Written Reports 
Submitted by Provincial Probation 
Officers, 





Table 4. Family Matrimonial Counselling and 
Other Preventive Counselling Under- 
taken by Provincial Probation Officers. 


Table 5. Average Workload per Month of 
Provincial Probation Officers in 
Counties or Districts Calculated to 
the Nearest Whole Figure. 


Table 6, Violations Reported - Charges Laid 
Upon Instructions of Court - and 
Probation Supervision Completions. 


Table 7. Interviews and Other Comparative Data 
of Work of Provincial Probation Officers. 














ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 


FOR THE YEARS 1965 = 1966 


Prepared by: G. G. McFarlane 
A, R. Stannah 


This comparative statistical report is designed to reveal 
the range of duties and responsibilities and the total workload of 
Provincial employed Probation Officers, To compare the workloads 
of Officers in specific Counties or Districts in relation to the 
population, the number of caseworking Probation Officers, and the 
demands upon their services during the years 1965 and 1966, 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related 
figures reported in this study does not involve Supervising Probation 
Officers nor Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an adminis- 
trative or supervising capacity. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the 
average of the active month-end caseload and monthly average of 
investigations per Officer as submitted by Area Supervisors at the 
end of each quarter. The National Council of Crime and Delinquency 
standard of 1 unit per case and 5 units per investigation was applied 
to this average month-end figure to arrive at the average month-end 
workload per county or distriet, (Table 5) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services 
for investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive counselling, 
or referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial contacts as well 
as for statutory supervision of persons designated to report to a 
Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1966 
shows an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local 
authorities will be aware of any additional appointments either made 
or proposed for additional staff to take care of such overloads during 
1967, 


While the percentage of "completions without sentence” in 
Table 6 serves aS one indicator of the value of probation supervision, 
it should not be construed as a final figure reflecting the total per- 
centage of "successful rehabilitations", It undoubtedly includes a 
large percentage who successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation 
supervision, However, it includes a percentage who may recidivate with- 
in a day, months, or years following completion. It also includes a 
percentage who were reported for violation, but, who nevertheless wre 
allowed to conclude their probation without sentence, In 1966, 2,411 
probationers were reported for violation of probation, out of 18,350 
under supervision, We are unable to estimate the percentage of those 
probationers reported, who were either sentenced in relation to the 
violation or who were permitted to complete their original probation 
order, notwithstanding the violation report. 
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At Cough 


Director of Probation Services. 
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APPENDIX 


One significant study conducted b 
Fiminal Science (1) in 1958 on the success 
yntains an indication of the percentage of successes during the period 
i’ which the order was in force and after a three year follow-up period, 
ne study groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers and 5.020 
Iweniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain) ’ 


y the Cambridge Department of 
and failure of probation, 


in Cambridge Study Group 


btal No. 1948.53 





| Adults (4,316) Juveniles (5,020) 
ecessful completion with no appearance in 
lurt while the order was in force and no 

lconviction during the follow-up period: 70.0% D140 


iecessful completion of probation in spite 

“appearance in Court while the order was 

} force and no re-conviction during the 

Llow-up period: 3.8% 4.5% 











neral rate of success; 73.8% 62.4% 





) ome mS 
is 


} A preliminary three year follow-up survey has just been 
g@mpleted by the Ontario Probation Officers Association on The Results 
| Adult Probation. (2) Selection and follow-up of cases from nine 
jfferent rural and urban area in Ontario revealed the following: 


| "There were 422 men and 44 women for a total of 466 probationers 

_ involved in the survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women 
|. proved to be the more successful with 90.9% as compared to 

| 65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 58% to 

_ 85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, 
t varying from 63% to 75%. There was one area at the extreme low 
|} of 58% and one area at the extreme high of 85%. It is also 

' interesting to note that the more concentrated the population, the 
_ lower was the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, 
_ the medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and 

me 6the North with 75.5%. 





(search into Caseload Standards: 


"Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the 
Professional Council of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) 
in the United States (1963) supplies the following workload formula 
by way of establishing the maximum workload which a Probation Officer 
can effectively carry. This formula provides for one unit of work 
as representing the amount of time spent in the supervision of one 
case for one month, and five units as representing the amount of 
time spent on a pre-sentence investigation. In accordance with their 
criteria the maximum workload would be 50 units. 


|" The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in 
England and Scotland (4) presented to Parliament in 1962, while 
| Suggesting a formula would be difficult to apply as there were 
Many variables which could make the formula inapplicable, did suggest 
Ehat if a formula was applied, 50 cases would be considered as a 
Standard caseload. 
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APPENDIX 


Research into Caseload Standards: 
3 


« The Probation Officers' Association Ontario in conjunction with 
Ontario Probation Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantatative 
; Survey (5) in 1963 and evolved a figure of 60 units as the 
maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 1 unit, 
1 P.S.R. = 4 units.) A number of other variables are considered 
in the formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae 


q The criterion which we have applied for workload reference purposes 
iin our Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1964 - 1965 is 

(1 case = 1 unit and 1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum 
jeffective workload per officer). Application of this formula of the 
(National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart from other considerations 
land weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a number of counties 
and districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase 
a oe on the part of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social 
histories. 


if In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload 
‘figures must be qualified by the Area Supervisors! own assessments and 
evaluative reports. Such reports are determining factors both in the 
Beereration of annual estimates and in deciding upon the allocation of 
existing staff. 


\ 


he Performance of Probation Officers", (6) from the Home Office Research 

Init for Great Britain for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers 
were involved for 8% of their time in preparing social enquiries whilst 
lithe time in which Probation Officers in Ontario were occupied in this 


duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 23% in 1962. _ 


[ The position which we would have to take in regard to the problem of 
assessing Probation Officers' work by applying such formulae would be 
comparable with that of the British Home Office, Departmental Committee 
On the Probation Service, 1962. While they have regarded 50 units as 

the standard "caseload", it must be noted that their formula would 

make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the part of 
courts in this Province for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


Wh . 
Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on 
i| - 













a 
Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On 


Assessing Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae 
i 
There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers’ work 
by applying formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make widely 
Varying demands upon officers; their non-supervisory work also varies 
from case to case and cannot, in any event, be expressed in terms which 
enable it to be added by simple arithmetic to the number of cases under 
supervision; and the work which an Officer can reasonably be expected to 
dertake will depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer may 
be able to carry more work than a mediocre one: or it may be desirable 
to give him fewer cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. 
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Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On 


Assessing Probation Officers! Work by Formulae 


Continued from Page 4 


_ We agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 

) these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload 

| standards may be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers 
than to individuals because, within a normal group, variations in the 

| capacities, methods, and rates of work of individuals may tend to cancel 
€ach other out. Our general conclusion, however, is that the need for a 

_ caseload index has been reduced. Principal probation officers have, over 

_ the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon their staffs, and 

_ their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship between 

_the probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of 

/ trust and confidende, count for more than mere figures. The probation 
committee's concern should be to know how its principal officer assesses 

~the "workload" rather than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight 

_ that is to say, not only of cases under supervision but of all the ‘ 

| probation officer's duties. The principal, in consultation with senior 

| probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities of the officers, 

| the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and should be 

| able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 

| We would not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should 

- wholly abandoned since they have a read, although limited, value as a 

should. of certain types of work; but we recommend that probation committees 











“should treat them as guides to be considered in the light of their 
“principal and senior probation officers!’ empirical appraisals, A similar 

| approach will, we have no doubt, be employed by inspectors in advising 
_the Home Departments upon the astablishments that committees propose, 

|In so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, we think that the 
Standard for a man officer should be fifty." 
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TABLE 1 








SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 








NUMBER OF _PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS AND NUMBER OF PERSONS 





_UNDER PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION DURING 


THE YEARS 1965 & 1966 


——e OTe 


Population No, of Prov. | Persons Persons ' Persons Average 
Probation Under Piaced Under Month-end 
Offcicers Probation Under Probation | Caseload 
Supvsn.as | Probation Supvsn. as per Officer 
of Jan.1 Supvns, _ of Dec,31 | during year 
during 
1965 1965 1966 965.1966 | 1965 1966 | 1965 1966 | 1965 1966 
98,617 4 4 149 174 205 232 174 233 40 56 
82,632 | 2 2 124 100 114 104 100 102 | 61 Je 
41,439 1 1 48 49 52 85 49 57 44 49 
394,437 7 7 | 319 308 | 373 495 | 308 3671 4, 44 
78,874 3 2 183 166 176 186 166 487 59 60 
16,989 - - | at oF ee ae ; ’ 
60,032 2 2 | 75 79 70 3=— 66 70) =—o71 42 34 
270,505 7 8 195 202 166 175 | 202 186 50’ as 
82,847 3 3% 123 143 182 244 | 143 208 5061 
62,930 2 2 108 97 147 115 97. 95 56 OS 
29,075 1 1 35014 26 47 | 14 ~~ 28 27: se 
141,008 & & 139 124 119 148 124 147 38 30 
87,767 2 2 121 119 122 109 119 $20 63 60 
49,261 1 1 50 43 37. 42 | 43 40 41 43 
32,251 3 3 127. 134 185, 194 134 134 4} 42 
92,284 4 4 177 140 | 116 135 | 140 156 43037 
100,534 4 4 188 181 200 218 181 229 4&2 33 
38,717 1 1 3534 51. 71 | 34 40 35.36 
70,776 1 1 48 75 ss 83 | 75 68 76 
24,518 1 1 26 40 20 +49 40 46 a 
137,464 G 34 151 204 191 141 204 153 48 50 
7,097 kp /T 1 P/T 39 40 44 36 40 36 72 76 
232,994 7 8 257 258 262 200 258 234 37 34 
24,537 1 1 30 (17 26 (ao 1719 29: Toga 
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Population No. of Prov. Persons 











Persons Persons Av 
mies erage 
ier, glomeueaeice | ee. [wean 
Probation Under Probation Caseload 
Supvsn. Probation Supvsn. as | Per Officer 
as of Supvns, of Dec, 31 during year 
oe pare Jan. 1 during 
1966 1965 1966) 1965 1966] 1965 1966 | 1965 1966 
NORFOLK 
50,364 2 2 Bar 61 64 O71) 16 63 30 30 
NORTH. & DURHAM 85,361 1 1 81 65 63 33 65 50 70 58 
NTARIO 159,089 3 3 176 249 281 253 | 249 193 72 65 
OXFORD 73,220 2 2 49 56 57 50 56 47 27 25 
PARRY SOUND 23,374 1 1 62 52 84 TA 52 47 55 49 
PEEL Mele ie Foy 4 4 200 220 228 220, "220° 4204 54 3 
PERTH 59,378 1 2 43 57 42 43 a7 52 52 49 
PETERBOROUGH 77,976 4 3 3136 290 240 259 | 290 234 89 76 
| PRESCOTT & 48,630 1 1 46 38 47 82 1 38 60 38 51 
RUSSELL 
PRINCE EDWARD 19,801 INCLUDED IN HASTING 
|RAINY RIVER 22,990 it 1 39 54 92 114 54 63 52 63 
RENFREW Ti soz 2 Z 100 71 91 100 rp! 7 30 42 
_ SIMCOE 135,053 6 6 138 178 208 246) L/S elo 28 32 
||SToR. DUN. & 92,670 2 2% 136 110 109 P22, {blo . wi0S 45 49 
_| GLENGARRY 
_| SUDBURY 150,881 55 5% 260 308 264 284 | 308 265 54 47 
_| TEMISKAMING 42,883 8} 3 $206 9115 146 130 (2 1i5s. 910s 41 33 
THUNDER BAY 128,979 4 4 179 180 197 299-) LSO. e227 44 58 
VICTORIA & 37,469 1 1 88 42 DT 36 42 44 45 47 
HALIBURTON 
WATERLOO 203,710 4 5 22h 26k 284 341 | 241 295 54 55 
_| WELLAND 170,728 3) 5 183.3207 261 Z7le Mole aloe 47 39 
WELL INGTON 90,695 3 3 133 i064 143 BSL 114 122 41 39 
“WENTWORTH 363,496 LZ 13 421 412 457 B70 {412 359) 36 31 
YORK 127,462 4 2 77 78 107 78 78 rt 50 43 
METRO TORONTO 1,778,470 30 32 16524 1743 Aa769 1818 11743 1895 58 58 
 *METRO TORONTO 32 i T3557 806 S75 983 | 804 911 
J.F.Court 
TOTALS 199 214 8410 8615 |9236 9735 |8615 8990 
Total Persons Under Supervision 1965 = 17,646 1966 = 18,350 
* Complete Statistical Information Was Not Available From Metropolitan Toronto Juvenile 
| 





and Family Court For 1966. 
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SHOWING OTHER STATUTORY SUPERVISION 

CARRIED OUT BY 

PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
During Years 1965 - 1966, 
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ZABLE 3 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 
SUBMITED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
During Years 1969 & 1966 


by 


Number of Average Investigation Average Case 

Invéstigations Reports per Officer Point Value 

and Reports During Year of Renorts per 

During Year. Officer per 
Month. 


(l report =< 5 
case points) 
(to nearest 
round figure) 


196 1966 196 66 196 1966 
ALGOMA 151 200 4o 50 17 21 
BRANT 127 144 64 72 26 30 
BRUCE 24 13 24 13 10 5 
CARLETON You. Yl 61 59 25 25 
COCHRANE ai9 327 106 109 Udy 45 
DUFF2RIN - - 3 Z 2 P 
HLGIN 107 104 54 be 22 ae 
ESSEX 403 346 62 LO 26 17 
FRONTENAC 62 103 20 29 9 ie. 
GREY 204 195 102 98 43 ra 
HALDIMAND 39 46 39 46 16 19 
HALTON 4O1 417 123 104 51 43 
HASTINGS 77 80 39 4O 16 aly, 
HURON 35 64 35 64 15 eu) 
KENORA pil 133 42 Yh 18 18 
KENT 161 196 LO 4g 17 21 
LAMBTON 275 = 369 69 92 29 38 
LANARK 29 35 29 35 ee 15 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE ot 75 39 75 16 31 
LENNOX & ADDINGTO LO 49 LO 49 17 20 
LINCOLN 177-205 47 59 20 2 
MANITOULIN 52 28 52 28 43 23 
MIDDLESEX 266 281 36 37 15 12 


MUSKOKA 39 80 39 80 16 33 
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Number of 
Investigations 
During Year 
96 1966 
264 245 
LY, 141 
59 70 
142 166 
a25 253 
67 57 
203 Ele 
98 65 
246 211 
50 64 
be a5 
69 (e 
305 327 
144 148 
lly 498 
290 222 
134 168 
31 28 
322 394 
4.62 45 
117 106 
746 815 
148 138 
1041 1178 
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Average Investigation Average Case 


Revorts per Officer 


During Year 
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158 1 


106 is 


OU 


27 


09 
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of Revorts 

per Officer 

per month 

(l report - 5 

ease points) 

(to nearest 
round figure) 
6 966 


62 29 
2h. 20 
25 29 
20 23 
66 a3 
28 2k. 
23 23 
YL 1h 
30 23 
21 27 
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14. 15 
21 22 
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13 12 
35 32 
Ly 45 
16 15 
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TABLE ) 
SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 
pn arenes mrterennnaseainemereas a nsinee nace ee 


COUNSELLING UNDERTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
eee LEO PICERS 


During Years - 1965 - 1966 





Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Month-end 
Cases Dealt with Occurrences Counselling Cases 

During Year Per Officer per 

Quarter 
(To nearest round 
figure ) 

1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 
} ALGOMA 2h 37 1h3 106 h 3 
BRANT 0 0 5 z 0 0 
BRUCE 22 20 15 ce 6 3 
CARLETON 20 8 0 A 0 0 
“30CHRANE 5 5 231 175 8 5 
DUFFERIN 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ELGIN 88 sak 66 87 25 16 
BSSEX 357 540 818 802 30 27 
_ FRONTENAC 69 66 174 163 10 8 
FREY 31 21 13 19 7 \ 
- HALDIMAND 15 18 31 72 \ 10 
EON 33 6 66 73 \ 2 
TASTINGS 50 27 201 16) 4 10 
_ HURON 35 h5 3h 50 7 18 
KENORA 22 19 119 241 6 9 
KENT 189 200 M 36 16 23 
LAMBTON 130 223 188 199 13 16 
LAN ARK 16 5 h 10 bh 2 
UBEDS & GRENVILLE 0 0 23 32 2 3 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 68 5h 20 30 Uy 13 
LINCOLN 6 35 68 5 3 1 
4ANITOULIN 0 0 \ 2 1 0 
MIDDLESEX 526 50 215 257 19 23 
{USKOKA 97 101 66 59 36 14 
IIPISSING 90 119 15 15h 9 7 
ORFOLK 19 19 17 69 4 ? 












Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Month-end 
| Cases Dealt with Occurrences Counselling Cases 
During Year Per Officer Per 
Quarter 
(To nearest round 
figure) 
1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 
NORTHUMBERLAND & 12 1) 0) 0 3 3 
O O 5 0 0 fe) 
17 39 455 601 a 33 
4s 61 33 1 19 10 
al 1 26 13 iL @) 
72 ap 51 51 20 13 
3 2 80 26 2 1 
7 O 0) 0 O 0 
PRINCE EDWARD 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F AINY RIVER 5 af 3 8 : 
aa 7 9 Su 59 3 h 
473 hh 351 356 23 eal 
wile 59 109 2h 13 ea 
390 31 136 126 13 5 
73 21 208 bss ala 5 
126 134 87 83 10 9 
5 6 : 5 3 1 
26 6 69 7h @ : 
389 31h 253 148 My : 
214 217 177 es a 4 
575 951 339 ug | 1S 
15), 128 19 581 26 ae 


ETRO TORONTO 1 96 439 78 
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ZABLE 5 
AVERAGE WORK LOAD PER MONTH 
OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
IN COUNTIES OR DISTRICTS 


(C tort Nearest ‘hole Figure) 


TSTON INVESTIGATIONS NON=STATUTORY TOTAL 


STATUTORY | SUPERVISION 
C. Code = | D.w.C.M.act | P/S Reports - Family Counse-~ 
Reo20.'8 CeWe fet ~ | Social Histories ninete aa Monts 
ele shet Nat. Parole | Pre-Kelease Praventive end 
Rhenorts in Units! Occurrence i Work 
(1 report = 5 Counselling | Load 
Units) | per 
Officer 
| 
19651966 | 1965 1966 | 1965 1966 19651966 1965 1966 
Lo 56 mn b if’. & | \ 3 | 65 Bh 
| 61 52 1 3 26 uss | 0 0 83 85 
Fue kg | od 1 | 10 5 ae: 61 58 | 
i i ! 
po owe oh | ish kel aes | 0 o | | 
| 59 60 | 3 3 ha | 8 5 i) | 
| io cs Mee. | 1 1 | ee oe | 25. 90S ' 100 73 | 
bof 30% (23 1 3 6 4 | 40) Bea! ney 
50 61 2 2 ... ¥2 ae 8 m1 983 
5651 1 1 Sc aes! oe 107 97 
E2427 23 1 1 16 619 ba te ica WB 53 
| a6. 20-1 pin 3 bls) (4S | re 2 aun 
| 63 60 2 ‘eh en Aen by, | ee Cm ee) | 
| AL 43 0 2 £5.) ag | 7. 38} 83) oom 
irl. 42 3 ia ire me | ar ee ee 
Hs 8741 | .2 en Ake aes ae 78 8h 
epee 6 53 ke ao 38 | ere Fe 
35 36 5 3 12 15 bee 2 pr eae 
: ce eiggg Pa) 1 1: 17 20 1% = 13 72 «82 
1 case = 1 Unit under (Reports in (1 F.m. Case (Combines 
2 eee the above eee Se Uoee) eae). 
Statutes and Parole) 5 Units) Cases @ 
Leni t+ 
Reports @ 


5 Units) 
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STATUTORY {SUPERVISION INVESTIGATIONS NON-S7TATULPORY TOTAL 


ee ea nee 


Ce Code -/D.W.C.M. etal P/S Revorts <- Family Counses Averages 














Re5.0.'s (Cow. Act = | Social lling - Month- 
J.D. Act |Nat. Pnrole | Histories Preventive end 
Pre-Release Occurrence work 
Revorts in Counselling Load per 
Units (1 re- Officer. 
port = 5 Units) 
19651966 | 1965 1966 1965 1966 19651966 LOA5 1 
INCOLN 48 50 2 a 20 24. 3 a 7400696 
ANITOULIN 72,4 96 0 fo) 43 23 1 ©) 116 99 
IDDLESEX ee pet 2 2 15 12 19 23 Ts cag 
USKOKA 22) ac0 1 3 16 33 36 14 7S oe 
. PISSING 61 39 ue uh 62 29 9 y 133° 476 
ORFOLK 805 4°30 il 3 24 20 Ly 7 59 aod 
ER 70 «©6458 3 3 25 = ag 3 3 101, Seas 
AND & 
URHAM 
nro 72 #865 2 \ 20 23 @) O 94 92 
“xposp Po 2 2 66 53 2a 23 LiGy abs 
Gey SOUND 55 4g 3 2 28 24 19 10 105 5 
{BEL 54 453 2 y 23 23 aL o) 80 80 
SRTH 52 «(49 fe) 1 41 14 20 13 12:32) 877 
“JP RBORUUGH oe 76 1 2 30 ZS 2 1 122 102 
VRESCOTT & 33° 51 1 3 on 27 0 0 60 4&1 
USSELL 
ENCE SDYARD - - ~ ~ ~ ~ > = = Sy 
AINY RIVIR 52 63 3 2 18 14 i, 2 ve weet 
BNP RLY ae tas 4 15 3 ‘ m4 6M 
Me ox 28 = 332 uh 2 21 22 23 ea 13 ae 
TOR. DUN.& “5 kg ope 22 2250". 825 13. «oll 32 87 
-LENGARRY 
-UDBURY 5 47 1 2 35 30 13 5 103-84 
BMISKAMING eae OD “Oo 321 11 5 ae Gye 
HUND.AR BAY emsou| 13 1h 18 10: ee ee 
Se Pe ee ee 
Su 55 1 2 a9, ae 2 1 92 90 
(ELLAND uy 39 | 2 3 | We bs 12 ee se 
KLLINGTON 41 39 ‘oP at 16 «15 24 22 82° 97 
ota ake 1 2 26 26 15 16 73.7 705 
50 «43 3 Fi 31 25 26 38 110 110 
58 «58 Zane te gett) 1 15:2 0HG 
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TRORAPTONS _________PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Reported : 
1965-1966 
5 16 
oT Be 
S iy) 
22 1 
bh 60 
2 16 
dh h? 
zl 6 
EDWARD - = : z z . E 3 
3 2] 67 89 hh 9 E: : 
13 18 oh 8) 6 5 Pel 2 
61 99 13) 197 31 33 | h 0 
‘DUN. GLEN.27 22 120 118 Ly 20 q 2 
51 55 192 300 Pah LOSP 20 ih 
3 31 117 118 15 12 ju 6 
36 29 18), 17 28 25 | 1 2 
ald, a 80 36 5 3 ; - - 
| 
19 6), 2h6 275 18 eee s 
108 103 239 18), h9 h9 | ) i 
hg 55 128 103 30 22 | 3 3 
107 Me 29 )0 67 15 Fa 7 
15 33 oS 88 1) ee 0 
‘RO 1 ORONTO 771 788 1560 D576 20h, 189 1 65 LS 
+ 222) 211 
ietions Without Sentence - Total ....eee6. 7208 (Li 


sentage of completions Without Sentence... 85.9% 85.7% 
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TABLE 7 


INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 
————$——— are DATA OF WORK 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
$M GEIL OER 


During Years 1965 & 1966 


Total Interviews »Court 
at Homes - Collateral Attendances 
visits and In Office 


Restitution Collected 

















1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 
4678 617), 270 =h98 I$ - §$ - 
1513 BUSES 98 150 550.95 365.00 
578 573 LOT lols 27 oo soo 36 
7639 7250 131 153053, 002 a) 1,855.00 
h966 502 165 2081) 27010767 Looe O!. 
1Wy)2 1359 1535.7) Sts 34.00 180.00 
676), 6530 500 600°} °2),022).07 378.06 
3029 38h2 L7B ele - - 
2075 1519 go 261 - 63.62 
569 838 76 = 85 S : 
1859 1926 BO ee (ids 07l.37 135.00 
1813 1660 145 1h8 | 3,849.92 913.00 
1527 Uh), 87-116 - 
3675 985 mye “166 - - 
12 386 159 187 936.0 483.25 
058 Wh92 hoo = a3 653.91 27.76 
693 Shih 76 96 16.20 73),.6), 
2185 W9) 92 100 25.00 75.00 
578 763 80 98 569 20 : 
3927 Whss 261 363 - = 
vy 590 7 7 9.90 29.15 
8575 9166 Wie SG |. 25355.0.° T,23)k500 
105) 1141 67 109 = = 
269 1186 20h 293 928.15 637.441 
167 yh2 ee ah = = 





Public 
Speaking 
Engagements 
j1965_ 1966 
0 h 
5 6 
0 i 
ad 50 
h 3 
16 18 
dot: 10 
a sigh 
yi 10 
h 0 
" 2 
ps) 10 
6 lal 
1 1 
12 a 
1 22 
0 a 
0 1 
3 5 
16 9 
1 2 
39 it 
h 15 
8 10 
3 ui 


Custodial 
Conveyance 
to Training 
Schoois 
19651966 
HL a9 
1h 13 
3 6 
is 10 
Bye 10 
6 18 
27 2h 
i aN) 
22 i 
15 14 
35 Sil 
26 co 
6 2 
h 13 
17 49 
25 BEL 
5 3 
8 Py 
7 8 
37 3h 
7 4 
ho 7h 
hh 2 
am 13 
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Total Interviews - Court /R i i : Baas 
Bao CoiiakSeen iS koe estitution Collected . oe ae 
ieee A ce 
visits and In Office | Engagements | to Training 
Schools 
goo 1966 1965 _ 1966 LOG ae 5/1965 ges. ocr steer 
70h, 683 Cf ee OTST 003.10 2 20.06 0 0 0 0 
3633 2671 pala ie ee 2,888.33 Zao wo bk 0 3 3 0 
2697 2 507m Peele! (207 556.50 - 20 12 19 on 
1398 1392 280 262 150.97 - (i an 15 eal 
2822 3276 2S(> B52 07 1,604.55 676.77 ) ae 30 20 
187), Chose fabs 2112 71.60 71.83 h ie 12 10 
11h 3730 | 289 251 Eua2e ace 1oc67 | C6: se dir 10 
621 718 72 91 65.00 fe ) O 0 Ab 
883 napa Re 31 38 - - hy 0 0 5 
26),2 2hoh Ch IO Te 7 SB) 19.50 2 5 if 6 
8)2 7888 521 Bly 90.37 15, 383.62 13 6 30 38 
Whisk 4560 ea W202 1,150.00 362.00 | 22 1h slat 6 
6629 ooh? WSO Shh 3,229.89 1, 70.95 13 3 30 5 
109 2830 173 156 670.92 325.90 5 7 18 iad 
9229 5407 331 )ho 678.53 937.59 6 1 15 9 
i 
85 736 hie 25 199.65 - 1 0 3 3 
3917 53h6 321 06 | 3,269.02 Peaho sre: 18 21 9 1 
03 6329 21O lay = = 15 29 12 ve 
| nk p) 3 30 1 
INGTON 3601 312 288 286 = 
(WORTH 12565 SOMO 638 655 1813207 «3,237.80 | 17 2 | es ef 
q 1779 1907 79 136 | 316.79 135.00 1 12 22 20 
31780 Wik8, | 483 560 9,097.22 15,883.65 | 17 29 | 0 10 
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Other Preventive Counselling Under- 
taken by Provincial Probation Officers. 
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS | 


FOR THE YEARS 1967 - 1968 


Prepared by: G. G. McFarlane 
A. R. Stannah 


This comparative statistical report is designed to reveal 
the range of duties and responsibilities and the total workload 
Of Provincial employed Probation Officers. To compare the workloads 
of Officers in specific Counties or Districts in relation to the 
population, the number of caseworking Probation Officers, and the 
demands upon their services during the years 1967 and 1968, 


_ The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related 
figures reported in this study does not involve Supervising Probation 
, Officers nor Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an admini- 

strative or supervising capacity, 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the 
average of the active month-end caseload and monthly average of 
investigations per Officer as submitted by Area Supervisors at the 
end of eqch quarter. The National Council of Crime and Delinquency 
standard of 1 unit per case and 5 units per investigation was 
applied to this average month-end figure to arrive at the average 
month-end workload per county or district. (Table 5) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services 
for investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive - 
counselling, or referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial 
contacts as well as for statutory supervision of persons designated 
to report to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1968 
shows an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other 
local authorities will be aware of any additional appointments 
either made or proposed for additional staff to take care of such 
overloads during 1969, 


The percentage of "completions without sentence" 86%. Table 6 
serves as one indicator of the value of probation supervision. 
While it should not be construed as a figure reflecting the total 
percentage of "successful rehabilitations" after a long term 
follow-up period, it undoubtedly includes a large percentage who 
successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation supervision. 


It also includes a percentage who were reported for violation, but, 
who nevertheless were allowed to conclude their probation without 
sentence. In 1968, 2,752 or 13.2% probationers were reported for 
violation of probation, out of a:total of 20,794 under supervision. 
We are unable to estimate the percentage of those probationers 
reported, who were either sentenced in relation to the violation or 
who were permitted to complete their original probation order, 
notwithstanding the violation report. 
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APPENDIX 


One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of Criminal 
Science (1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation contains an 
indication of the percentage of successes during the period in which the 
order was in force and after a three year follow-up period. The study 


groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers and 5,020 juveniles (persons 
ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). 








Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948-53 Adults Juveniles 
(4,316) (5,020) 

Successful completion with no appearance in 

Court while the order was in force and no 

re-conviction during the follow-up period: 70.0% 57.9% 

Successful completion of probation in spite 

of appearance in Court while the order was 

in force and no re-conviction during the 

follow-up period: 3.8% 4.5% 

General rate of success: 73.8% 62.4% 








A preliminary three year follow-up survey has just been completed by 
the Ontario Probation Officers Association on the Results of Adult Probation. 
(2) Selection and follow-up of cases from nine different rural and urban 
area in Ontario revealed the following: 


"There were 422 men and 44 women for a total of 466 probationers involved 
in the survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women proved to be the 
more successful with 90.9% as compared to 65.9% of the men. The success 
rates by area ranged from 58% to 85%, Seven of the areas were bunched 
fairly close to the average, varying from 63% to 75%. There was one area 
at the extrmme low of 58% and one area at the extreme high Of ,85%. alt is 
also interesting to note that the more concentrated the population, the 
lower was the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, the medium 
centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and the North with 75.5%." 


A further study focusing on the impact of caseloads and standards of 
selection on effectiveness and on the economics of intensified probation 
services was recently conducted in Saginaw, Michigan. This was sponsored 
by the Michigan Council of the National Council of Crime and Delinquency, 
The Michigan State Corrections Department, the Saginaw County Board of 
Supervisors and the Saginaw Circuit Judges. 


Two comparative periods were used: July 1, 1954 to June 30, 1957 and 
July 1, 1957 to June 30, 1960. Effectiveness figures fot the first period 
were taken from the records of Probation Officers who were supervising 
caseloads of from 70 to 100 probationers. In the second period by increasing 
the number of probation officers caseloads were reduced to a maximum of 150. 
The diversion of graduate training in social work and qualified supervision 
was also added as a selection and organizational requirement. 


The following tables reveal that with an increase in the number and 
training of probation officers and with maximum caseloads reduced to 50, 
that this not only reduced the number of persons sentenced to prison but 
also achieved a higher ratio of successful completions of probation. 


Saginaw Project (1963)* 





1954 to 1957 Court Dispositions ; 1957 to 1960 Court Dispositions 
Probation 59.5% Probation 67.1% 
Prison 36.6% Prison 19.3% 
Other Dispositions 3.9% Other Dispositions 13.6% 
100% 100% 


Successful completions 


jetions Y¥ 
Successful comple 670% of probation B2)10% 


of probation 








* Published by the Michigan Council of the National Council of Crime and 


Delinquency, January, 1963. 
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APPENDIX 


The study indicated that the average period of incarceration was 31 


months at a cost of $4,000 while probation supervision 2 
at a cost of $630. “ averaged 27 months 


Research into Caseload Standards: 


1. "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the Professional 
Council of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) in the United 
States (1963) supplies the following workload formula by way of establishing 
the maximum workload which a Probation Officer can effectively carry. 

This formula provides for one unit of work as representing the amount 

of time spent in the supervision of one case for one month, and five units 
as representing the amount of time spent on a pre-sentence investigation, 
In accordance with their criteria the maximum workload would be 50 units. 

2. The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in 

England _and Scotland (4) presented to Parliament in 1962, while suggesting 

a formula would be difficult to apply as there were many variables which 

could make the formula inapplicable, did suggest that if a formula was 

applied, 50 cases would be considered as a standard caseload. 


*3. The Probation Officers' Association Ontario in conjunction with Ontario 
Probation Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantétative Survey (5) in 
1963 and evolved a figure of 60 units as the maximum which could be effec- 
tively carried. (1 case = 1 unit, 1 P.S.R. = 4 units) A number of other 
variables are considered in the formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae 


The criterion which we have applied for workload reference purposes in 
our Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1967 - 1968 is (1 case = 
1 unit and 1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum effective 
workload per officer). Application of this formula of the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency apart from other considerations and weightings reveals 
very excessive workloads in a number of counties and districts. Much of the 
excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase in demand on the part of most 
courts for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures 
must be qualified by the Area Supervisors’ own assessments and evaluative reports. 
Such reports are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates 
and in deciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 


Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on the 
Performance of Probation Officers". (6) from the Home Office Research Unit 
for Great Britain for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers were 
involved for 8% of their time in preparing social enquiries whilst the time 
in which Probation Officers in Ontario were occupied in this duty increased 
from 12.1% in 1958 to 23% in 1962. 


The position Which we would have to take in regard to the problem of 
assessing Probation Officers’ work by applying such formulae would be comparable 
‘ with that of the British Home Office, Departmental Committee on the Probation 
Service, 1962. While they have regarded 50 units as the standard "caseload", 
it must be noted that their formula would make no allowance for a significantly 
greater demand on the part of courts in this Province for pre-sentence reports 


and ‘social histories. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On 
Assessing Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae 


There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers’ work by 
-applying formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make sara 
varying demands upon officers; their non-supervisory work also varies rom 
case to case and cannot, in any event, be expressed in terms which onal e oe 
to be added by simple arithmetic to the number of cases under supervision, 
and the work which an officer can reasonably be expected to undertake will 
depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer may be able to carry 
more work than a mediocre one: or it may be desirable to give him fewer 


cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. 
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APPENDIX 


fbme Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On 
jssessing Probation Officers! Work by Formulae 


fontinued from Page 3 


I: agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 
fese matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload 
ftandards may be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers 
han to individuals because, within a normal group, variations in the 
apacities, methods, and rates of work of individuals may tend to cancel 
Mach other out. Our general conclusion, however, is that the need for a 
aseload index has been reduced. Principal probation officers have, over 
he years, acquired experience of the total demands upon their staffs, and 
heir assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship between 

he probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of 

ust and confidende, count for more than mere figures. The probation 
ommittee’'s concern should be to know how its principal officer assesses 

he "workload" rather than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight, 

hat is to say, not only of cases under supervision but of all the 

Oobation officer's duties. The principal, in consultation with senior 
robation officers as necessary, should know the capacities of the officers, 
he hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and should be 

ble to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 
@ would not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should 

le wholly abandoned since they have a read, although limited, value as a 
leasure of certain types of work; but we recommend that probation committees 
mould treat them as guides to be considered in the light of their 
frincipal and senior probation officers’ empirical appraisals. A similar 
jpproach will, we have no doubt, be employed by inspectors in advising 

he Home Departments upon the establishments that committees propose. 

n so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, we think that the 
tandard for a man officer should be fifty." 
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SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 
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Population ersons Persons Average 
Probation Under laced Under Month-end 
Officers Probation Under Probation Caseload 
Supvsn, Probation Supvsn. as per Officer 
as of Supvsn. of Dec. 31 during Year 
Jan. 1 during 
1967 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
(FOLK 50,936 2 2 63 61 84 66 61 59 33 30 
THUMBERLAND 87,977 1 1 50 a7 56 44 57 52 48 55 
JURHAM 
RIO 177,374 3 5 193 212 2959 4.542 212 4325 71 60 
“ORD 75,417 2 2 47 59 63 a2 59 55 28 snl 
‘RY SOUND 22,266 1 1 Loe 27 43 4 56 27 4 46 35 437 
188,566 4 5 204 217 227 ea 26 217 8242 53 47 
60,256 2 2 oe 70 61 71 70 82 28 39 
"ERBOROUGH 79,684 4 3 234. 243 200 166 243 200 62 72 
SCOTT & 49,111 2 2 60 102 116 66 102 81 66 49 
SELL 
NY RIVER yas ae | 1 1 63 65 99 128 65 80 61 82 
tHFREW 76,217 2 2 71 is) 101 110 US 87 36 49 
{COE 137,886 6 6 175 201 294 260 201 211 32 34 
IRMONT, DUN. & 92,725 zz 2B 106 140 152 152 140 139 59 44 
UNGARRY 
)BURY 155,833 6% 7% 265 265 296 369 265 342 43 42 
THISKAMING 41,436 3 3 108 88 133 106 88 104 34 33 
JINDER BAY 130, 383 5 5 25a 2795 296 255 275. 9250 55 51 
TORIA & 29,818 1 1 44 34 45 40 34 35 38 32 
sIBURTON 
*ERLOO 2195273 6 7 295 =Z2/2 345 445 212 “323 47 44 
1.LAND 177,823 6 5 198 229 221 196 226) 170 35 (39 
LLINGTON 94,641 3 3 NBR iWe7/ 162 184 147 180 43 57 
NIWORTH 375,903 1 15 397 482 575 s51¥ 482 470 30 31 
143,642 2 2 74, 99 147 171 99 116 50 54 
> 
MITRO TORONTO 1, 847,359 39 42 1895 2009 1864 2147 2009 2203 49 50 
MI[RO TORONTO 37 37 911 889 954 998 888 920 24 24 
.& F. Court | 
(LALS 238 249 8,990 9657 1011911137 965710497 


Total Persons Under Supervision 1967 - 19,109 1968 - 20,794 


case carrying Officers at 


The number of Officers Listed is the approved complement of 


the year end. 


The list does not include Senior Probation Officers. 
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TABLE 2 | 
SHOWING OTHER STATUTORY SUPERVISION 
CARRIED OUT BY 
PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1967 - 1968 





Deserted Wives Provincial National Average Average per 
& Childrens Parole and Parole per Month-end 
Maintenance Act Training Officer Caseload 
& Child Welfare School per per Officer 
Act. Aftercare Year based on 
Quarterly 
Returns 
(to the rearest whole figure) 
1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968} 1967 1968 1967 1968 
MA : 3 0 0 0 7 21 7 5 2 3 
NT 1 1 0 0 144 = «19 7 10 2 5 
ICE | 0 0 0 0 4 2 4 2 1 1 
{ LETON 1 3 0 0 34 21 2 Z 1 i! 
: 
JHRANE 5 5 - - 9 17 5 6 m) 3 
LIN - 0 0 0 5 5 3 3 1 2 
SEX 0 0 0 0 31 43 3 5 1 2 
NTENAC 0 0 0 = 10 6 3 2 1 0 
y 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 0 
DIMAND 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 3 1 1 
:TON 1 0 0 0 20 Ze 4 4 Zz 2 
iTINGS 0 0 - - 18 17 6 9 4 3 
.ON 0 Zz 0 0 2 2 i 2 1 1 
1ORA 0 0 0 0 21 18 8 6 2 Zz 
NT 0 0 0 0 21 21 5 5 2 2 
(BION 0 0 0 0 2 10 3 2 2 1 
WARK 0 0 0 0 2 5 2 5 1 3 
2 1 1 
LEDS & GRENVILLE 0 0 eat > ae 4 eal fe 
| 2 Z 
LNNOX & 0 0 - - 2 Sanh 
DINGTON 
NCOLN 0 0 0 0 is ep t 2 2 
) 0 0 
#NTTOULIN 0 0 0 0 0 ee | ee : 
| | 2 2 
MDDLES EX 23 16 - 1 14 29 4 5 


ASKOKA 1 : eae : 
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IPISSING 
ORFOLK 
ORTH. & DURHAM 


NTAR IO 











Deserted Wives 
& Childrens 
Maintenance 
Act & Child 
Welfare Act, 


1967 1968 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 
6 8 
0 1 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
3 1 
6 2 
1 2 
3 0 
1 1 
0 a 
1 0 
3 1 
1 1 
9 4 
0 0 
0 0 

18 7 


arte 


Provincial 
Parole and 
Training 
School 
1967 1968 
0 0 
0 0 
0 “ 
0 - 
0 “ 
~ 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 “ 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 0 
0 1 
0 a 
0 x 
0 0 
0 0 
- 0 
p SKO 
0 0 
0 - 


National 
Parole 


Average per 
Officer 
per Year 


(to the! nearest whole 


1967 


figure) 


1968 


1967 1968 
2 2 
2 3 
2 2 
8 5 
2 3 
4 9 
6 4 
1 1 
2 3 
6 2 
1 1 
5 6 
3 3 

10 5 
4 3 
rh 3 
8 2 
6 4 
4 6 
G 6 
4 4 
3 4 

11 10 
5 5 
1 0 


Average 

per Month 
end Caseload 
per Officer 


based on 
Quarterly 
Returns 
1967 1968 
1 S 
1 1 
1 2 
3 3 
i Zz 
=) 4 
3 2 
0 0 
i 2 
2 1 
0 0 
2 3 
i! 1 
5 3 
2 1 
2 1 
Zz 1 
2 1 
2 3 
2 2 
3 2 
2 Z 
4h #5 
2 2 
0 0 
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TABLE 3 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 
SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1967 - 1968. 


Number of \ Average Investigation . Average Case 
Investigations Reports per Officer Point Value 
and Reports during Year. of Reports per 
during Year. Month. 





(1 report - 5 case 
points) to nearest 
round figure) 





1967 __1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
HOMA 136 172 34 43 14 18 
ANT 146 157 73 - 78 30 33 
fice | 23 20 23 20 10 8 
LETON 516 556 32 35 13 14 
(SHRANE 270 352 90 88 38 37 
SIN 104 114 52 57 22 24 
S3EX | 358 376 40 42 17 17 
PNTENAC 104 118 35 39 14 16 
IY 277 Tse 89 92 37 38 
:DIMAND 12 49 12 49 5 20 
LLTON 384 437 77 87 32 36 
STINGS 83 129 42 65 7 23 
TRON 71 51 35 25 15 il 
K NORA 131 156 Ab 52 18 22 
<NT 247 378 62 95 26 39 
aero 395 392 99 78 41 33 
NARK 52 58 52 58 22 24 
EDS & GRENVILLE 96 152 96 76 40 32 
NNOX & ADDINGTON 54 57 54 57 22 24 
NCOLN . 154 208 51 52 21 22 
INITOULIN 27 27 27 27 22 22 
DDLESEX 298 355 33 39 14 16 
N SKOKA 58 90 29 90 ee =P 
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Number of Average Investigation . ‘Average Case 
Investigations Reports per Officer Point Value 
and Reports during Year of Reports 


during Year per Officer 


per Month 

(1 report - 5 
case points) 
(to nearest 
round figure) 





1967 _1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
|IPISSING 238 211 99 70 33 29 
|ORFOLK 161 138 81 69 34 29 
(ORTHUMBERLAND & 79 102 79 102 33 43 
URHAM 
\INTARIO 188 230 63 46 26 19 
-XFORD | 213 249 112 125 47 52 
"ARRY SOUND 60 69 60 69 25 29 
EEL 237 256 59 51 25 21 
ERTH 80 69 40 25 17 14 
ETERBOROUGH | 182 178 46 60 19 25 
RESCOTT & RUSSELL 89 107 45 54 19 22 
AINY RIVER 64 69 64 69 27 29 
ENFREW 72 78 36 39 15 16 
IMCOE 380 347 63 58 26 24 
TOR. DUN & GLEN, 198 245 99 82 41 34 
UDBURY 449 497 69 66 29 28 
EMISKAMING 209 220 70 73 29 31 
HONDER BAY 153 108 31 22 13 9 
ICTORIA & HALIBURTON 59 37 59 37 25 15 
ATERLOO 411 559 68 80 29 33 
‘ELLAND 386 368 64 94 27 31 
‘ELLINGTON 139 101 46 34 | 19 14 
laiesonrs 803 990 54 66 22 24 
‘ORK 178 179 89 90 37 37 
@TRO TORONTO 1398 1629 36 3 : ” 
emo TORONTO J. & F. 262 282 7 8 = : 
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TABLE 4 
SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 


COUNSELLING UNDEKTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1967 - 1968 


Family Counselling Preventive Counselling Average Mon! h-cnd 
Cases Dealt with Occurrences Counselling Cases 
During Year per Officer per 


Quarter (to 
nearest round 













figure) 
1967 1968 | 1967 1968 1967 1968 
(MA 24 22 246 314 8 8 
T 0 0 1 4 F : 
eg 19 16 47 87 8 10 
IETON 0 0 : 74 163 0 1 
RANE 5 12 151 214 4 5 
iN 82 67 77 84 15 13 
1x 532 646 491 454 23 23 
}TENAC NA 30 136 222 7 9 
22 16 20 13 3 2 
TMAND 14 2 54 21 9 5 
‘ON 0 14 57 13 1 1 
‘INGS 13 0 110 63 7 3 
IN 41 69 40 58 9 9 
IRA 31 37 102 133 5 7 
230 270 37 ee | 21 23 
TON 107 88 168 159 10 7 
\RK 7 4 mA 4 1 1 
IS & GRENVILLE 0 1 25 42 2 2 
NOX & ADDINGTON 48 26 27 ya) 10 8 
OLN 33 36 10 19 3 3 
JETOULIN 0 0 6 2 1 0 
“DLESEX 635 626 693 911 28 26 
|KOKA 28 49 25 31 11 9 
(ISSING 114 99 232 257 12 11 
)FOLK 4 4 107 47 6 3 
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Family Counselling Preventive Counselling 
Cases Dealt with Occurrences 
during Year 


Average Month-end 
Counselling Cases 
per Officer per 





Quarter 

(to nearest round 

figure) 

1967 1968 1967 — 1968 1967 1968 

RTHUMBERLAND & 11 11 0 0 2 2 
RHAM 
TARIO 0 0 0 5 0 0 
)FORD | 30 41 470 314 26 20 
RRY SOUND 17 18 22 23 9 8 
EL 4 1 18 26 1 0 
RTH 62 46 42 64 12 11 
|TERBOROUGH 3 0 8 24 0 1 
ESCOTT & 4 7 0 16 1 1 
SSELL 
HINY RIVER 25 44 12 40 9 14 
NFR EW 5 0 118 66 5 3 
\MCOE 322 415 297 315 20 19 
‘OR. DUN & 131 49 307 384 20 12 
;ENGARRY 
/DBURY 2 1 129 106 2 1 
‘MISKAMING 4 15 128 159 4 6 
‘UNDER BAY 87 105 65 87 3 5 
CTORIA & 0 0 1 12 0 1 
‘LIBURTON 
_TERLOO 11 26 121 202 2 3 
LLAND 145 229 163 189 6 8 
'LLINGTON 118 120 101 30 14 10 
NIWORTH 901 819 148 235. 13 9 
RK | 148 96 421 125 38 17 
‘TRO TORONTO | 0 0 603 703 1 1 
TRO TORONTO J. & F.7131 7558 183 80 38 39 
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| TABLE 5 
_ AVERAGE WORK LOAD PER MONTH 


=e - 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
IN COUNTIES OR DISTRICTS 


During Years 1967 & 1968 
(Calculated to the Nearest Whole Figure) 








STATUTORY SUPERVISION INVESTIGATIONS NON-STATUTORY TOTAL 
6e-Code=- D.oWeCoMe Act P/S Reports - Family Coun- Average 
R.S.0.'S C.W. Act - Social Histories selling - Month-end 
Je D. Act Nat. Parole Pre-Release Preventive Work load 
Reports in Units Occurrence per 
(1 report = 5 units) Counselling Officer 
1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
55 61 2 3 14 18 8 8 79 90 
58 58 1 5 26 33 0 0 88 96 
69 93 i 1 10 8 8 10 88 112 
43 37 1 1 25 14 0 1 70 53 
52 49 3 3 38 37 4 5 97 94 
30 34 1 2 22. 24 15 13} 68 gps 
20 19 1 2 iy) UL7/ 25 23 61 61 
66 VL 1 0 14 16 U 9 88 97 
46 50 l a0) S57) 38 3 2 87 90 
24 33 1 1 5 20 9 5 39 59 
30 3i 2 2: 32 36 1 1 65 70 
63 78 4 3 17 27 7 3 91 111 
24 31 1 1 15 ll 9 9 49 52 
39 46 2 Z 18 2. 5 7 64 fai 
41 42 2 Zz 26 39 21 Ds) 90 106 
ae] 46 D 1 41 33 10 7 108 87 
43 oy 1 3) 22 24 1 1 67 80 
TD 53 1 1 40 32 2 2 118 88 
46 35 2 2) 22 24 10 8 80 87 
(1 case = | Unit under (Reports in (1 Fam, Case (Combines 
Units = 1 Unit) Stat. + 
any of the above ae “ Non-Stat 
Statutes and Parole) eport = : 
5 Units) Cases @ 
1eUniVee 
Reports 
@ 5 Units 
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STATUTORY SUPERVISION INVESTIGATIONS NON-STATUTORY TOTAL 
C. Code y D.W.C.M. Act P/S Reports - Family Coun. Average 
R.S.0.s C.W. Act - Social selling - Month 
JeDer Act Nat. Parole Histories ; Preventive end 
Pre-Release : Occurrence Work 
Reports in Counselling Load per 
Units (1 report Officer. 
= 5 Units) 
| 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
LN 47 47 2 Ze 21 22 3 3 7 ere 
rOULIN 62 66 0 0 DD 23 1 0 85 89 
}ESEX 26 29 2 2 14 16 28 26 70 73 
BIKA 22) © 22 3 5 24 38 11 9 60 73 
[SING 33 32 1 1 33 29 12 11 79° 73 
LK | 33-30 1 1 34 29 6 3 74 63 
IUMBERLAND 48 55 1 1 33 43 2 2 84 101 
U. HAM 
ATO 71 po 2 3 20 19 Om 0 94 82 
iD 28: $731 1 2 47 52 20m 20 102 105 
r SOUND ~ 35 37 3 4 25 29 9 8 fom MTS 
53 47 3 2 25 21 1 0 82 70 
28 39 0 0 Ty 14 12 11 57 64 
P}:BOROUGH 62 72 1 2 30 25 2 1 122 100 
WSOTT & 66 49 2 | 19 22 1 1 88 73 
SILL 
Iv RIVER 61 82 0 0 27 29 9 14 97 125 
IREW 36 49 2 3 15 16 5 3 59°. a 
MOE 32 34 1 1 26 24 20 19 79 +78 
I, DUN. & 59 44 5 3 41 34 20 12 125. 93 
RISARRY 
DRY 43 42 2 1 29 28 2 1 78 72 
3KAMING 34 33 2 vf 29 31 4 6 69 71 
1 DER BAY 55. 9651 2 1 13 9 3 5 13 88 
SORIA & 38 32 2 1 25 15 0 1 65 49 
BURTON 
RLOO eG 1 3 35 33 2 3 92 83 
AND 35 39 2 2 7) 31 6 8 70 ~—-80 
INGTON Ween 57 3 2 19 14 14 10 79 83 
WORTH 30 31 2 2 22 24 13 9 67 66 
a a ; 5 37 37 38 7 129 113 
| 1 67 69 
10 TORONTO 49 50 2 2 15 16 


h 2 3 y 59 OS 86 
TO TORONTO J, F. 24 = 24 6 0 . 
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‘TABLE 6 


VIOLATION REPORTED - CHARGES LAID UPON INSTRUCTIONS OF COURT 


AND PROBATION SUPERVISION COMPLETIONS 
During Years 1967 & 1968 





VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence Warrant 
Issued or 
Missing 
1967 1968 1967 _ 1968 1967 1968 
64. 126 10°43 3S 177 151 24 39 2 6 
19 25 5 4 81 99 11 10 0 3 
10 10 8 9 54 68 5 12 0 0 
108 192 2G. eal 02 547 683 DY 49 3 7 
38 46 14 25 154 124 21 40 0 0 
ile 13 15 13 51 38 9 ) 0 0 
62 54 19 18 160 149 39 724 | 4 3 
34 40 12 8 198 163 16 24 2 1 
Fai | 18 8 6 95 92 9 15 3 0 
9 10 7 5 32 22 10 4 0 0 
40 38 10 19 151 119 11 24 8 2 
30 14 15 6 81 107 18 13 0 1 
8 11 6 5 22 43 4 i 0 0 
31 35 14 22 157 172 29 36 1 1 
3 17 1 3 127 156 18 19 2 ~ 
55 36 14 18 197 197 36 ZZ 2 - 
Be) 12 15 10 44 62 15 4 0 i) 
18 12 14 10 58 75 10 9 0 0 
if 7 4 6 27 40 1 3 0 0 
20 35 9 16 156 119 18 24 1 2 
16 5 3 1 36 28 2 1 0 0 
48 47 24 22 214 193 32 38 3 3 
oa 7 6 2 3 14 15 5 Ss 0 1 
MPISSING | 38 15 7 5 97 88 16 11 33 0 
DRFOLK Me 15 8 10 73 54 11 9 1 0 
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VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 












Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence Warrant 
Issued or 
1967 1968 | 1967 1968 | 1967 1968 1967 __1968 Dore 
oe 7 Tabyy 5 itt 38 47 3 5 5 
410 70 «59 24 B87 1.202 264 18 25 4 2 
AT Sy iah 2 2 43 58 6 5 0 430 
R SOUND ie Tl 10 9 52 33 9 5 0 oO 
63 64 27. B6ubal, 162 209 26 31 11 998 
a 12 9 24 31 55 12 15 1. & 
f BOROUGH 37. —s«16 21 Seen 171 161 25 33 i yas 
$OIT & : P3020 7 Seal 61 25 4 4 li» et 
;LL 
\ RIVER 16 28 ig 90 88 8 zt On 
FEW 5 8 : 87 82 3 8 221 aE 
CE . 75. (72 piso, 11 218 22 32 26 ie ee 
k DUNDAS & 35. «23 Tas eat 2 1104 139 17 18 4 3 
‘ARRY 
PRY ie Sire 14 14 | 285 303 9 21 6 0 
\KAMING Mey e ist) ul 140 67 12 4 6 #2 
\ER BAY 23° 30 7 | Va 247 261 32 28 jo 
DRIA & oh 1s 6 4 52 32 1 2 Creat 
‘URTON 
E100 69 84 26) 350" 111278 344 23 36 Lane 
IND 77 oh7 4h) BG nAV213 211 30 32 3 Nes 
ron Pe 268 22 iis 131 30 24 bea 
ORTH 127 166 104 115 | 430 456 65 60 10 4 
| 2, 2) 38 Wey OA 91 112 12 14 6) 2 
#) TORONTO 753 812 304 343 {1622 1681 171 245 63 62 
C170 Te. &, F. 265 279 260 327) | | 822 790 173 193 eer 
| 1967 1968 
4 Completions 9865 10320 
mletions Paehout Sentence 8556 8877 


centage of completions 
chut Sentence 86.7% 86.0% 





TABLE 7 
INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 
OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1967 & 1968 


Total Interviews Court Public Speaking Custodial 
at Home - Collateral Attendances Engagements Conveyance to 


Visits and in Office Training Schools 











1967 1968 1967___ 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 

5449 7908 412 304 3 4 32 37 

1928 1886 13 153 2 2 3 4 

744 1056 104 92 1 3 12 12 

10731 16085 26) 531. 1 5 15 39 

4012 4685 179 208 al 5 20 19 

1267 1279 162 163 12 23 10 6 

5577 6429 592-584 4 13 45 27 

3301 4077 210 89184 10 11 8 2 

1728 1545 S70" 4/593 5 9 Wy 6 

934 758 76 67 0 3 8 7 

2138 2495 255m Le2OL 6 6 29 19 

1563 1644 P51) 6h 7 10 28 14 

1668 2867 +| 115 129 8 10 12 10 

4926 5218 179-165 5 6 8 9 

3769 3917 172 23h 21 20 11 7 

.MBTON 4314 4784 484 445 11 11 49 21 
»NARK 623 708 85 108 0 6 9 2 
Laps & 177 1521 138.9 0173 3 2 11 2 
UENVILLE ; 
LNNOX & 962 1106 96 93 3 2 7 1 

\DINGTON 

LNCOLN 2752 2971 O57) 243 4 2 15 26 
{NI TOULIN 544 596 43 35 0 7 3 4 
JDDLESEX 10363 11366 660 721 9 11 103 63 
MSKOKA 1432 1326 1530) 7153 1 10 5 1 
NPISSING © 4202 3716 280 240 15 19 18 23 


| 
NRFOLK 1224 1241 122 119 1 
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Total Interviews Court Public Speaking Custodial 
at Homes - Collateral Attendances Engagements Conveyance to 
Visits and in Office Training Schools 
1967 1968 1967__ 1968 1967 1968 1967 1968 
: THUMBERLAND 620 666 64 72 0 zs 0 : 
DURHAM 
TARTO 3701 5418 139 192 3 6 1 0 
FORD 2265 2050 195 181 8 8 37 6 
aRRY SOUND 1322 1157 279s 267 1 5 5 4 
3/zL, 3362 3472 2231 5242 17 14 29 21 
RTH 2395 2649 109 99 9 4 11 9 
| 7ERBOROUGH 3139 2646 254207 5 5 20 11 
RSCOTT& 1146 1706 OILS 0 1 1 1 
USELL 
Any RIVER 1423 1677 80 84 0 5 3 0 
FFREW 2132 1953 LO¢ae 222 4 - 0 - 
ICOE 7239 7141 496 459 11 25 32 22 
TR. DUNDAS & 4197 5416 144 121 7 26 5 17 
NGARRY 
UBURY 5505 5225 n63608 8591 4 9 3 15 
EISKAMING 2922 2919 161 131 12 14 8 3 
NDER BAY 5800 6258 386 =. 381 3 ite -<| mes 28 
TORIA & 494 593 1a eee 107 1 bs 2 1 
IBURTON 
A'ZRLOO 6456 8077 515 638 10 26 32 6 
LAND 6231 6423 297 342 21 32 8 9 
INGTON 3547 3665 292 294 5 5 ces 14 
[WORTH | 15841 16207 635i 703 40 49 36 34 
1977 1892 109 90 23 14 16 3 
‘20 TORONTO 47638 48023 564 678 68 100 1 0 
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 


FOR THE YEARS 1969 — 1970 


Prepared by: Ge Ge. McFarlane 
Ae R. Stannah 


FOREWORD 


“Average Workload per month of Provincial Probation Officers in 
Counties or Districts" 


Our basic comparative statistical table is designed to reveal 
the range of duties and responsibilities and the average total month 
end workloads by County and District of provincially employed 
Probation Officers, This compares the workloads of Officers in specific 
Counties or Districts in relation to the population, the number of 
caseworking Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services 
during the years of 1969 and 1970. All other explanatory and 
supportive data and related working tables are found in the appendix. 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related 
figures reported in this study does not include Supervising Probation 
Officers nor Senior Officers who are totally engaged in an administra~ 
tive or supervising capacity. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the average 
of the active month-end caseload and monthly average of investigations 
per Officer as submitted by Area Supervisors at the end of each 
quarter. The National Council of Crime and Delinquency standard of 
1 unit per case and 5 units per investigation was applied to this 
average month-end figure to arrive at the average month-end workload 
per county or district. (Table 2) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services 
for investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive 
counselling or referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial, related 
contacts. It also reflects statutory supervision of persons designated 
to report to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1970 
shows an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local 
authorities will be aware of any probation staff appointments which have 
either been made or proposed for additional staff to take care of such 


overloads during 1971. 


The percentage of "Completions without sentence" shown in Table 4 
of the appendix, serves as a significant although Limited indicator 
of the effectiveness of probation supervision. It should not be 
construed as a figure reflecting the total percentage of "successful 
rehabilitations" after a long term follow-up period, yet it undoubtedly 
includes a large percentage who successfully rehabilitated with the 
aid of probation supervision. 


This figure also includes a small percentage who were reported 
for violation, but, who nevertheless, were allowed to conclude their 
probation without sentence, In 1970, 2,719 or 10. 3% of Plann 
were reported for violation of probation, out of a total of 26,333 
under supervision, We are unable to estimate the percentage of those 
probationers reported, who were either sentenced in relation to the 
violation or who were permitted to complete their original probation 


order, notwithstanding the violation report. 
—S 


Do We C Lan 


Director of Probation Services 
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Tables I & II Basic Workoad Tables l-4 

Average Workload per Month of Provincial 

Probation Officers in Counties or Districts 

Calculated to the nearest whole figure, 
PART B Appendix 

Performance Effectiveness and Workload 

studies, 5 = 8 

Working Tables: Some Comparative Statistics 
Table I Counties and Districts of Ontario with 

Populations and Number of Persons under 

Provincial Probation Officer's Supervision, 9-10 
TAO Le sha Investigations and Written Reports Submitted 

b y Provincial Probation Officers, 1ll- 12 
Table 172 Family Matrimonial Counselling and Other 

Preventive Counselling Undertaken by 

Probation Officers. 13-14 
Table IV Violations Reported — Charges Laid Upon 

Instructions of Court - and Probation 

Supervision Completions, 15= 16 
Table V Interviews and Other Comparative Data of 

Work of Provincial Probation Officers. 17-18 
Table VI Ten Year Comparative Report. 19 


The following abbreviations are used: 


PeSeRo -— means — Pre-Sentence Report 


SeHe - means = Social History 
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Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


Comparative Statistics 














See EET oe 
Average No. Average No. Average Family 
Supervision PSR's, SeHe's Counselling 
cases per X 5* per month and Preventive 
month end *NCCD criteria Occurrences per 
month end 
3rant 105 118 Lg 67 0 0 
3ruce 92 86 10 16 3 5 
Jarleton 681 657 337 253 i 9 
Jochrane 238 236 89 142 10 12 
‘gin 70 Ci 38 48 3 13 
tssex 3L0 230 236 15 85 rail 
tront enac 27k 272 Tie 713 6 17 
irey 114 se 66 90 a 2 
Wicimand 37 1,0 26 1h 2 3 
falton 202 i 130 145 7 1 
[etines 161 14,0 79 80 6 7 
Hon 68 50 16 26 a tay 
‘enora 200 166 ai) 63 12 21 
tent 215 196 163 141 65 91 
abton 312 287 awa 147 y 28 
anark 64, BY 2h 2h 1 1 
| eas & Grenville 150 iy, 48 55 3 3 
, 16 56 23 27 7 5 
eoin 167 15h 98 83 8 13 
lanitoulin 30 oe i) a 0 0 
Ligdlesex 383 300 167 141 140 167 
Nicola 36 28 35 PA 9 9 
lippissing 153 138 716 87 16 33 
forfolk 66 70 39 36 3 3 
ia 108 76 37 i. ; ; 
mtario 183 371 125 110 1 0 
xford 87 59 abby 96 h2 LT 
‘arry Sound 53 48 18 23 8 e 
ae a9 7, 39 3h 11 oe 
| 2 af 
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Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


Comparative Statistics 













TABLE I 
oR hk a 
Average No. Average No. Average Family 
Supervision PSR's, SoHe's Counselling 
cases per X 5* per month and Preventive 
month end *NCCD criteria Occurrences per 
month end 
roa os TR cs 
70 69 70 69 70 69 
‘| ee er etemenntneastnnesntastrhnipanaeetenasstontinuetensecnusinenen-aine 
>eterborough 260 214 96 66 8 6 
Prescott & 
tussell 81 102 L0 L3 é 2 
tainey River 97 g2 49 30 3 10 
tenfrew 95 83 33 25 6 5 
simcoe 318 2h1 190 183 30 eit 
Wernont, Dundas 
« Glengarry 17h, Loe 138 103 8 22 
sudbury 378 393 179 200 3 6 
iat skaming 140 124 141 ee ut 10 
‘hunder Bay 216 264 59 78 6 7 
‘4ictoria & ; 5 
laliburton 83 55 37 33 
laterloo 1,26 3hh 192 193 6 15 
‘elland 258 238 179 148 13 38 
} 
‘ellington 176 164 70 61 11 28 
‘entworth 67h, 510 4,50 389 53 87 


ork 1569 3758 978 8h,2 204 1914, 





| 1) 
Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


| Comparative Statistics 


TABLE IT 

Complement of Average Month Average Month 

| Full Case Carrying End Work. Load End Work Load 
| Probation Officers Per Officer 
70 69 70 69 70 69 
\lgoma Ls Ls 41,0 402 98 89 
3rant 2 2 153 185 77 93 
3ruce ah 1 105 107 105 107 
yarleton 15 al) 1022 919 68 61 
yochrane 5 4 BW 410 67 103 
tgin 2 2 aba) 138 55 69 
issex 9 9 661 416 73 68 
*rontenac 3 3 352 362 117 121 
\g 2 2 181 206 91 103 
faldimand il = 65 ei 65 ol 
{alton > p) Boy) 319 68 64 
lastings 3 2 21,6 227 82 113 
Hiron uf ab 121 87 1227 87 
= 3 3 289 250 96 83 
tent L i L1,3 428 LY 107 
sambton 5 5 490 1,62 98 92 
sanark 1 1 89 82 89 82 
yeeds & Greenville 2 Zz 201 75 101 88 
aiincton 1 1 76 ae 76 83 
incoln hk k Padi 250 68 63 
MP owtin & = 15 13 90 86 
} tiddlesex 9 9 690 608 1k 68 
uskoka ¥ a 80 6k, 80 Ol, 
ippissing 3 3 215 257 2 86 
orfolk 2 2 108 109 5k Je, 
. -_— ¥ al al 146 lea 146 121 
| ntario 5 5 609 AL 122 96 
| xford 2 2 21,6 202 123 101 
 arry Sound 1 1 719 79 (2 79 
| eel 6 5 509 372 85 7h 
: erth 2 2 139 134 70 67 


Liesl 95 
eterborough 3 3 36h 286 
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Comparative Statistics 











TABLE IT 

Complement of Average Month Average Month 

Full Case Carrying End Work Load End Work Load 

Probation Officers Per Officer 

70 69 70 69 70 69 
NE ER ee a a ee ee ee 
Prescott & Russell 2 2 124 147 62 Th 
Rainy River 2 a 149 122 (6 122 
Renfrew 2 2 134 113 67 57 
Simcoe 6 6 539 481 90 80 
Stormont, Dundas 
& Glengarry 2 3 320 ait 107 92 
Sudbury 8 7 560 599 70 86 
Temi skaming 2 3 282 261 141 87 
Thunder Bay 5 6 381 389 76 65 
lFtoria & 
Haliburton 1 1 121 88 121 88 
Waterloo ¥/ 8 603 552 86 69 
Welland 5 1,50 42h 90 85 
Wellington 3 3 257 253 86 8h 
Het worth 16 25 Ber, 986 Th 66 
tort we 81 5754 6514 7h 80 


Total Complement 250 249 


Provincial Monthly Average Work Load — 1970 — 20,102 
| - 1969 - 19,732 


Provincial Monthly Average Work Load - 
oer officer 1969 — 79 
| 1970 — 8004 








row ee “143 y 







: w 
nereva yOisoolt fe 








5 


Roper sen o tok 


PERFORMANCE, EFFECTIVENESS AND WORKLOAD STUDIES 


Tt Some Studies on Success and failure of Probation Supervision 
A. The Cambridge Department of Criminal Science Study (1958) 


One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of Criminal Science 
(1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation contains an indication of the 
percentage of successes during the period in which the order was in force and after 
a three year follow-up period. The study groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers 
and 5,020 juveniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). 


Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948-53) Adults Juveniles 
(4,316) (5,020) 


Successful completion with no appearance in 
Court while the order was in force and no re— 
conviction during the follow-up period:-— 70% 57.09% 


Successful completion of probation in spite of 
appearance in Court while the order was in force 


and no re=conviction during the follow-up period:— 308% he 5% 
General rate of success: 7308% 62, i! 


B. An Examination of the Results of Adult Probation (Ontario Probation Officers 
Association 1967) 


A preliminary three year follow-up survey has been completed by the Ontario 
Probation Officers Association on the Results of Adult Probation, (2) Selection 
and follow-up of cases from nine different rural and urban areas in Ontario 
revealed the following:— 





"There were 422 men and 44 women for a total of 466 probationers involved in the 
survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women proved to be the more successful 
with 90.0% as compared to 65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 
58% to 85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, varying 
from 63% to 75% There was one area at the extreme low of 58% and one area at the 
extreme high of 85% It is also interesting to note that the more concentrated 
the population, the lower the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3% , 
the medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and the North with 75.5%. 


C. The Saginaw Project Michigan (1963) 


A further study focusing on the impact of caseloads and standards of selection 
on effectiveness and on the economics of intensified probation services was recently 
conducted in Saginaw, Michigan, This was sponsored by the Michigan Council of the 
National Council of Crime and Delinquency, The Michigan State Corrections Department, 
the Saginaw County Board of Supervisors and the Saginaw Circuit Judges. 


Two comparative periods were used: July 1, 1954 to June 30, 1957 and July l, 
1957 to June 30, 1960. Effectiveness figures for the first period were taken from 
the records of Probation Officers who were supervising caseloads of from 70 to 100 
probationers, In the second period by increasing the number of probation officers 
caseloads were reduced to a maximum of 50. The diversion of graduate training in 
social work and qualified supervision was also added as a selection and organizational 
requirement, 





The following tables reveal that with an increase in the number and training 
of probation officers and with maximum caseloads reduced to 505 that this not ey 
reduced the number of persons sentenced to prison but also achieved a higher ratio 
o f successful completions of probation. 
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The Saginaw Project by Michigan (1963) 


This study was undertaken and published by the Michigan Council ofthe National 
Council of Crime and Delinquency, January 1963, 





1954 to 1957 Court Dispositions 1957 to 1960 Court Dispositions 
Probation 596 5h Probation 6761 
Prison we 36.6% Prison abt 
Other Dispositions 309% Other Dispositions 136% 
100 

; 100% 
Successful completions Successful completions 
of probation 67 % of probation 82% 


The study indicated that the average period of incarceration was 31 months at a 
cost of $4,000 while probation supervision averaged 27 months at a cost of $630. 


Caseload and Workload Standards 


Research into Caseload Standards: 


le "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the Professional Council 
of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) in the United States (1963) 
supplies the following workload formula by way of establishing the maximum work= 
load which a Probation Officer can effectively carry. This formula provides for 
one unit of work as representing the amount of time spent in the supervision of 
one case for one month, and five units as representing the amount of time spent 
on a pre-sentence investigation, In accordance with their criteria the maximum 
workload would be 50 units. 


2, The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in England and 
Scotland (4) presented by Parliament in 1962, while suggestion a formula would 
be difficult, to apply as there were many variables which could make the formula 
inapplicable, did suggest that if a formula was applied, 50 cases would be con= 
sidered as a standard caseload. 


3. The Probation Officers’ Association Ontario in conjunction with Ontario Probation 
Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantative Survey (5) in 1963 and evolved a 
figure of 60 units as a maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 
1 unit, 1 PoSoRe = 4 units) A number of other variables are considered in the 
formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae: 


The criterion which we have applied for workload reference purposes in our 
C omparative Statistical Report for the years 1969 - 1970 is (1 case — 1 unit and 
1 report - 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum effective workload per officer). 
Application of this formula of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart 
from other considerations and weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a number 
of counties and districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase 
in demand on the part of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures 
must be qualified by the Area Supervisors Own assessments and evaluative reportse 
Such reports are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates 
and in deciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 


Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on the Performance 
of Probation Officers". (7) From the Home Office Research Unit for Great Britain 
for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers were involved for oh of their ae 
in preparing social enquiries whilst the time in which Probation ae in Ontario 
were occupied in this duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 23% in 1962. 
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The position which we would have to take in regard to the Problem of assessing 
Probation Officers" work by applying such formulae would be comparable with that of 
the British Home Office, Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, 
While they have regarded 50 units as the standard "caseload", it must be noted that 
their formula would make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the 
part of the Court in the Province for pre-sentence reports and social histories, 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, on Assessing 
Probation Officers" Work by Formulae 


There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers' work by applying 
formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make widely varying demands upon 
officers; their non-supervisory work also varies from case to case and cannot, in 
any event, be expressed in terms which enable it to be added by simple arithmetic 
to the number of cases under supervision; and the work which an officer can reasonably 
be expected to undertake will depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer 
may be able to carry more work than a mediocre one: or it may be desirable to give 
him fewer cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, On Assessing 
Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae 


We agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 
these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload standards may 
be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers than to individuals 
because within a normal group, variations in the capacities, methods, and rates 
of work of individuals may tend to cancel each other out. Our general conclusion 
however, is that the need for a caseload index has been reduced. Principal pro= 
bation officers have, over the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon 
their staffs, and their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship 
between the probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of 
trust and confidence, count for more than mere figures. The probation committee's 
concern should be to know how its principal officer assesses the "workload" rather 
than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight, that is to say, not only of cases 
under supervision but of all the probation officer's duties. The principal, in — 
consultation with senior probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities 
of the officers, the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and 
should be able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 
We would not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should be wholly 
abandoned since they have a read, although limited, value as a measure of certain 
types of work; but we recommend that probation committees should treat them as a 
guide as to be considered in the light of their principal and senior probation 
officers' empirical appraisals. A similar approach will, we have no doubt, be 
employed by inspectors in advising the Home Departments upon the Sere t, 
that Committees propose. In so far as reference to caseloads may still be help ; 
we think that the standard for a man officer should be fitive 


Appendix References 


(1) Cambridge Department of Criminal Science: Great Britain a Report anes 
Cambridge Department of Criminal Science, London, MacMillan & Cog Ltdey 
New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1958, Pere 





(2) Ontario Probation Officers Association, "Examination of the Results of Adult 
Probation" ( January 1967, pe 80 Canadian Journal of Corrections )¢ 
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(6) Probation Officers Association of Ontario "Qualitative and Quantative Study" 
Marks, Ve Me Report of a Committee of the Probation Officers Association 
(Ontario) on Quantative and Qualitative Aspects of Probation Work in Ontario, 
The Canadian Journal of Corrections, Canadian Corrections Association, 55 
Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 1964, pe 346. 
(Readers are referred to this reference for further information regarding 
the Probation Officers Association (Ontario) workload formula since full 
details regarding the formula and its application are not supplied). 


(7) McFarlane, G “Five Year Study on the Performance of Probation Officers 
According to Education and Orientation", Canadian Journal of Corrections, 
55 Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July, 1964, p.359. 
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SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 
a nn hae in hort oreo 


AND NUMBER OF PERSONS 





UNDER PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION DURING 
cc eee ED ULERY LOLON DURING 
THE YEARS 1969 & 1970 











unty or Dis=- Population Persons Under Persons Persons Under Average 
trict Probation Placed Under Probation Month—end 

Supervision Probation Supervision Caseload 
as of Jan. 1 Supervision as of Dec. 31 during year 

1970 1969 during 

1968 1970 1969 1970 1969 1970 1969 
GOMA LOS,202 338 219 295 33k 3h1 B38 357 300 
Ler 88,032 112 107 | 79 108 | 105 i epg pee Lat ams BE 
: CE L1, 307 97 89 87 118 95 97 92 85 
VILETON 426,550 680 62h, 894, 908 | 713 680 | 681 653 
XCHRANE 774963 238 240 | 238 215 } 263 236 1238, SAL 
SrIN 59 5 543 7h ie 46 69 of 7h 70 1 
SEX 284,021 2800 189 | 367 248 | 395 280 | 340 216 
INTENAC 89,017 281, 230 | 228 261 | 287 Deh. Hh oo7h © ee70 
118 103 | 118 156 98 1g | i, 13 
4/,DIMAND 29,631 29 48 56 ah Pu 29) a ae 
‘TON 168,786 157 16s. ty ie 176 | 219 157 | 202 169 
STINGS 88, 301 143 ie telok 113 | 190 nU Ac mes Yo pumme sec: 
HON 50,010 56 52 61 BL 72 56 68 50 
HORA 32,290 179 «162 «| 357 «259: | 27h «= 179: | 200 163 
rk 95,346 195 181 198 210 |. 213 195° Peels elo) 
‘IBTON 107,878 328 2h1 297 301 } 33h 328 | 312 = 281 
LAIARK 38, 682 52 51 98 a2 | 65 ba | bie. Saks 
ete 714570 1280846 o03s«f:«52ti‘iz CST C60 | 150) 185 
ercn 25,5321 59 56 49 51 ral 59 16 54, 
T.COIN 150,793 177 +~=«139:«<|:«69—s—idtgdsC«dP 5H Ss7:s«| «167150 
‘ITOULIN 6,831 30 39 3h 30 39 30 30 32 
IDLESEX 256,849 BOO. 293 | Sel. S27 a|. kee) 2300" ee ee 
KOKA 25 703 3h 22 1,0 16 La 3h 36 28 
PISSING 67,999 U3 108 | 167 179 | 160 143 | 153 136 
FOLK 52,058 79 59 56 66 | 67 79 | 66 68 
oo 89,145 93 yi et ARa: oel Wee Facade 
ONARTO 1765443 n2325—«d| (Th KS | 519 2 | 483362 
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ty or Population Persons Under Persons Persons Under Average 
strict Probation Placed Under Probation Month-end 

Supervision Probation Supervision Caseload 

as of Jan. 1 Supervision as of Dec. 31 during year 

during 

19701969" 1970 ~~ 19691970 ~_—:1969_~—=:1970 1969 
ORD | 76,370 70 55 72 baa} 89 LOM ween ey Ste 
wRY SOUND 22573k Lh 6 7h 57 | 63 Li 53 hh 

209 , 887 292 2h2 410 281 | 352 292 | 318 25 

RTH 60,656 82 82 82 69 89 82 | 989 73 
ERBOROUGH 80, 520 2h3 200 209 169 |} 267 243 } 260 212 
SCOTT & 
SELL 42,417 174 81 70 91 76 Til? 3 eae LO. 
LNY RIVER 21,793 80 go | 102 98 | 104 don) o7ee 182 
HFREW 76,255 | 85 87 | 132 83 | 103 8 | 95 78 
COE 140,866 | 265 211 | 388 331, 19332 265 | 318 235 
RMONT, DUNDAS | | 
tLENGARRY 93,043 150 IRS) £30 173 | 182 141 
IBURY 161, 041 sh gies 9 oy cian Ere 38) 
{ISKAMING 10,132 118 104 | 199 126 | 159 120 
INDER BAY 130,287 307 250 | 352 | 3k2 332 259 
TORIA & : 
ALBURTON 39 5060 80 Slovan fly cheese Sey etl 55 
HERLOO 228 4299 [ee pe 323 | 4k9 42h | h29 332 
R,LAND 180, 650 256 V3 1k B13 223 232 
LINGTON 97,755 164 180 | 179 180 | 182_ 161 
ITWORTH Digeel( 55k 470 4 696 710 707 L92 
CK 2,019, 383 4138 3239.44. 4365 3930-44736 3693 
CALS 12255 10497 14078 13186 14368 12255 13744 1AM? 
Total Persons Under Supervision 1969 - 23,683 -—- 1970 - 26,333 
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SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 


SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1969 - 1970 








Number of Average Average Case Point 
Investigations Investigation Value of Reports 
and Reports Reports per per month 

During Year Officer during (1 report - 5 case 

Year points)(to nearest 

1970 1969 1970 1969 1970. seh: [ 
173 180 38 L0 72 fee: 
114 161 57, 82 48 67 

25 40 ao 40 10 16 
810 608 ak ua 254 253 
21k 341 13 85 89 1h2 

92 seas: L6 58 38 L8 

568 420 63 L7 236 Aye 
172 176 a7 59 72 73 
158 gle 719 106 66 90 

62 3) 62 33 20 e 
311 349 62 70 130 145 
190 192 63 96 iJ 80 
111 63 sal 63 16 26 
18h, 150 61 50 77 63 
390 339 99 85 163 11 
423 352 85 70 slygt 147 

58 58 58 58 2h 2h, 
TH, 132 LY) 66 L8 99 

5h 65 5) 65 23 27 
23, 201 59 2 98 = 

35 2h, BS 2h 15 = 
401 338 15 37 167 141 

85 55 85 55 38 ai 
183 208 él 69 76 ot 

93 77 47 39 2 = 

gg 101 88 lol “ rs 
299 265 60 53 125 110 
281 231 141 116 ALT 96 

2 5h 12 5h 18 ao 





453 289 76 58 189 120 











aty of Number of Average Average Case Point 
srict Investigations Investigation Value of Reports 
and Reports Reports per Per Month 
During Year Office during (1 report - 5 case 
Year points)(to nearest 
round figure) 
1970 1969 1970 1969 1970 1969 
ct ang OP (1G 
78 82 39 36 37 3h 
RBOROUGH 20 Loy 77 SB) 96 66 
ICOTT & RUSSELL all 101 49 51 40 43 
LY RIVER Wy? 7 59 72 49 30 
{RE Se 58 61 40 31 33 25 
40: 456 WAL 76 73 190 183 
JMONT, DUNDAS & 
RGARRY 352 21,6 AEN 82 138 Los 
JURY 2981 5h 69 179 200 
f KAMING 338 304, 169 101 141 127 
JDER BAY 141 gs 28 31 59 78 
ORTA & HALIBURTON 88 78 88 78 37 33 
TRLOO 11 1,63 oy) 58 Ly 193 
GAND 429, 35k 86 ma 179 ne 
LINGTON 169 146 56 19 70 61 
NWORTH 1080 G53 68 62 1,50 389 


2346 2004 30 Ag) 978 835 
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SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 
enn rae sess ON nitesone 


COUNSELLING UNDERTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
ne 





During Years 1969 — 1970 








Ainty or Family Counselling preventive Average Month-end 
strict Cases Dealt with Counselling Counselling Cases 
During Year Occurrences (to nearest round 
1970 1969 1970 1969 1976 i 1969 
OMA 0 10 128 159 10 15 
iNT 0 1 2 0 0 0 
ICE 3 6 22 35 3 5 
WLETON 0 © L2 109 rs 9 
HRANE 2 7 100 119 10 12 
IN 2 37 45 62 3 13 
EX 431 620 286 505 85 ooh 
INTENAC L 20 65 149 6 17 
X 3 3 2 5 a 2 
DIMAND 0 6 Be 26 2 3 
STON 6 0 17 9 7 il 
‘TINGS 0 h 67 104 6 7 
ON 16 31 36 37 a Gh 
SORA 39 Fae 87 112 12 pal 
‘rT 172 2h0 258 168 65 on 
BION 20 66 50 151 7 28 
‘ARK il 2 8 2 i 1 
DS & GRENVILLE 0 2 26 a 3 ? 
ENOX & ADDINGTON 29 2h 22 uk 7 ? 
‘CON 38 76 A 7 i a 
MTOULIN 0 0 0 0 
IDLESEX 51 h15 «1378 898 ve eet 
BKoKa 6 19 85 53 9 9 
PPISSING 32 27 160 256 16 33 
FOLK 0 1 21 35 3 3 
‘THUMBERLAND 0 5 5 15 ik 3 
) DURHAM 
‘ARTO 0 re) at ) 1 0 
ORD 19 25 4,33 LT be 47 
cr, 1 0 WA 15 2 1 


8 
MARY SOUND 20 10 2 74 : 
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: nty or Family Counselling Preventive Average Month—end 
Btrict Cases Dealt with Counselling Counselling Cases 

During Year Occurrences (to nearest round 

figure) 

19770 1969 1970 1969 1970 1969 
RTE 38 61 72 82 sic) 26 
3} ERBOROUGH 6 4) 8h 51 8 6 
MESCOTT & RUSSELL 6 6 23 2 3 2 
yor RIVER 6 eu Le, 43 7/14 10 
FREW 0 0 67 ae 6 5 
SMCOE 12k, 229 136 2u7 30 57. 
I)RMONT, DUNDAS 
SLENGARRY O 15 99 227 8 22 
Bex 5 cr 42 63 3 6 
PITSKAMING 0 2 8 116 1 10 
* BAY 5 70 67 238 6 47 
rcs & HALIBURTON 2 0 a 1 1 0 
brRt.00 O 6 72 164 6 15 
jxaNo 58 198 22 75 13 38 
LLINGTON 51 112 30 30 1 28 
ITWORTH 230 660 236 188 53 87 


| 
r 1.20 8290 1001 945 20h 1917 
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AS 
TABLE IV 
VIOLATION REPORTED — CHARGED LAID UPON INSTRUCTIONS OF COURT 


AND PROBATION SUPERVISION COMPLETIONS 


During Years 1969 ~ 1970 








VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence baa 
70 69 70 69 70 69 70 69 70, one 
59 #119 22 247 204 26 35 6 0 
12 22 i 16 96 93 22 fe 2 
0 4 0 L fH) 87 5 4 0 0 
186 169 $135 105 808 781 72 68 6 8 
62 73,1 28 26 178 195 28 21 2 3 
15 1}. 1 L 49 53 at 10 3 2 
79 shoves eos ee) 228 161 L5 25 1 1 
51 Ho} 13 12 20h 188 17 a 1 i 
21, Zien 12 8 109 99 1k 20 0 0 
0 Ge ea 7 29 39 if 5 0 0 
10 32 | 25 13 129 150 2h 27 1 2 
15 19 3 7 105 120 7 15 it 2 
15 8 2 2 62 38 0 5 0 0 
1,3 oe 27 9 PA 196 36 36 4 0 
32 31 6 ais 164 141 13 23 0 i: 
33 31 } 10 6 216 211 28 28 2 i 
7 ig | 20 9 65 6h 9 14 5 0 
te Ponte 10. Clk 89 102 3 12 ih 0 
5 6 1 L oe) 37 ‘i , a! ) 
45 39 36 27 169 136 28 29 6 2 
7 10 h 2 19 Al 1 0 1 0 
45 53 2k Zo 25h 2h2 36 he 5) ») 
1 Bale 02). 50 35 20 4 16 1 2 
Meena. 9 6,|)° 132 220 8 es in 
12 13 6 se} 63 16 7 Sales 
Peo lee Oise | Mao ee 
PR es es | «288 he AT. 9 ERI 
ol 19° 3 51 2 | 9 Z a 
Lk 0 Seer 49 46 1 3 Srey a 


oH | 72 30 32 248 189 35 30 aK) 5 
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VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Warrant 
anty or Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence Issued or 
strict Missing 
70 69 70 69 70 69 70 69 70 69 
2TH | 28 Specs | 65 7 A, hein Sa 
TERBOROUGH } 1s 22% poise Ty 159 112 19 15. ars 1 
SCOTT & RUSSELL 2 16 3 5 99 59 5 2 i 1 
IONY RIVER SUR om ack a 67 89 9 9 Shy 
HF REW 16 8 7 3 91 68 | 10 6 1 4 
{COE | 43 62,4 18 "49 305 2hl, 15 22 “| 2 
)RMONT, DUNDAS 
\SLENGARRY 37 eoUehOw Lk 170 159 2h 10 ad fe) 
DBURY 7 | iy 25 | 316 267 CM os ae 
HMOSKAMING 12 om 5 13 129 86 15 4 10 8 
WNDER BAY 49 36 | 20 15 | 309 262 26 23 2 ie 
STORIA & 
i. IBURTON 22 27 12 ae 61 16 4 1 3 0 
Ss Shs 55 eo] 366. 316 35 32 i ee 
ELAND | 53 63 | 39 bh | 288 168 L8 1 8 
ELLINGTON 29 Tot 2h aetO | 11,3 172 eae), 17 h 0 
AITWORTH 109° Pele} 73. 130 | 466 48h 92 66 9 8 
aK 1119 1008 [571 629 | 3192 2443 119 489 | 112 58 
1969 1970 
,al Completions 10726 12301, 
ipletions without 
Satence 9227 10757 








Satence 86% 874% 
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INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 





During Years 1969-1970 











perict at fone = CoLiateret eae Sor 
| Visits and in Office Engagements 
fi omee eeee eee em em OF 197 F196 
SOMA 755k 70L0 aX) Ooh 6 ll 
ANT 1405 1689 126 136 12 6 
Ben 916 961 8 80 2 1 
RLETON 16638 14211 910 675 29 19 
(CHRANE 4855 513k ioyae 2153 9 if 
DzIN 1091 1236 321 igh 5 aa 
SEX 8559 7029 ng 619 6 9 
MONT ENAC 1,516 4589 202 183 18 19 
say 1475 1603 308 363 8 5 
SLDIMAND 977 97) 55 «2 1 l 
ict0N 21,65 2286 aed), 281 8 2 
HSTINGS 1579 14L5 218 214 9 ly 
RON 1828 1594, 83 102 7 h 
NORA Nar (0) 5777 pve Liz 27 2 
KNT 1,087 4,308 276 418 38 30 
MBTON LAs 1,382 1,20 LL? 16 22 
LNARK 1295 878 97-129 0 1 
EDS & GRENVILLE 1902 1815 17h 18h 5 8 
\NNOX & ADDINGTON 730 789 90 85 2 fl 
NCOLN 3162 3LL8 370 Sy 3 z 
MNITOULIN 1,62 536 29 29 0 0 
HODIESEX 10016 10202 705 639 28 25 
ISKOKA 1363 1209 15h 169 6 22 
IPISSING 3579 423k, 156 213 10 25 
RFOLK 1159 1201 115 121 0 1 
— 363 TES 57 62 0 0 
TARIO 61,83 5697 173 2h6 10 6 
FORD 2618 2221 200 164 1h ", 
PRRY SOUND 1140 my 15s 143 y 8 
PEL 1,080 21H 238 210 3 3 
PRTH 1987 173 2 41 89 3 - 
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nty or Total Interviews Court 








trict at Home = Collateral Attendances ig na 
Visits and in Office ments 
1970 1969 1970___ 1969 1970__1969 

SERBOROUGH 3425 339k 150 172 43 36 
'SCOTT & RUSSELL 1502 1723 17 119 0 1 
NY RIVER 2185 1399 $, 68 9 5 
+FREW 1815 1750 170 99 0 0 
4s 6001 6321 340 361 11 8 
Br, DUNDAS 

LENGARRY 54,20 5260 225 161 14 23 
jBURY 5719 5850 174 382 5 25 
BF rns 22h) 2549 eye pe aes 

I DER BAY 5039 5560 289 391 14 6 
ITORIA & HALIBURTON 1278 81,3 77 8h 8 1 
NERLOO 7793 77d 532508 83 86 
| | AND 6092 6233 L5h, 43h 2h, 37 
cron 7 2983 3245 272 256 3 6 

| TWORTH 11542 12997 578 829 31 47 


OK 79826 86963 3349 3915 bie 97 
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AL NUMBER ON PROBATION 15245 
8237 


7008 


AL NUMBER ON 

- DECEMBER 31 
AL, NUMBER ADULTS 
IER PROBATION 


7327 


9980 


AL, NUMBER ADULTS 


ICED ON PROBATION 


5280 


5265 


2957 


17664, 


JAL NUMBER OF PRE- 
ITENCE REPORTS & 
GIAL HISTORIES 
RPARED BY PROBATION 


Zz 
OAL NUMBER OF PSR’S 
HITRIPLICATE FORWARDED 
(ODEPT. OF CORRECTIONAL 


: 


11090 


1458 


i 218 
"OAL NUMBER SUPERVISED 
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TABLE VI 


TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 


16187 


17973 18552 18728 
8860 9962 9566 9681 
7327 8011 8986 9047 
8011 8986 9047 9209 

10747 11702 11688 11772 
5700 6425 5939 6547 
5440 6271 6864 6956 
3160 3537 3627 3828 

1802) 15566 16569 17978 
9777 9042 10474 10556 
1,0, 1395 %WTT 1218 

OM 280 292 25h 

293 303 355 457 


19780 


10571 


9209 


8990 


12347 


6454 


7433 


4117 


21031 


10931 


1233 


270 


625 


19109 


10119 


8990 


9657 


12287 


64,08 


658k 


3669 


17618 


11591 


1211 


264 


810 


20394 


11137 


9657 


10497 


13508 


7112 


7286 


4025 


18641 


11895 


1307 


348 


873 


23683 


13186 


10497 


12255 


15674, 


8580 


17617 


11862 


1440 


361 


606 


1961 1962 1963 1964, 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 _1970 


26333 


14,078 


12255 


14,368 


18077 


9691 


7352 


13136 


1624 


334, 
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ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PROBATION SERVICE 
EL DO ERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 


FOR THE YEARS 1970 - 1971 


Prepared by: G. G. McFarlane 
A. R. Stannah 


FOREWORD 
"Average Workload per month of Provincial Probation Officers in 


Counties or Districts! 


Our basic comparative statistical table is designed to reveal 
the range of duties and responsibilities and the average total month 
end workloads by County and District of provincially employed 
Probation Officers. This compares the workloads of Officers in specific 
Counties or Districts in relation to the population, the number of 
caseworking Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services 
during the years of 1970 and 1971. All other explanatory and 
Supportive data and related working tables are found in the appendix. 


The number of Provincial Probation Officers and the related 
figures reported in this study includes Supervising and Senior Probation 
Officers. They are all engaged in direct casework counselling and we are 
allowing for this to the extent of one quarter of a caseload per Supervisor 
and Sanior Officer in the offices to which they are attached. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the average 
of the active month-end caseload and monthly average of investigations 
per Officer as submitted by Area Supervisors at the end of each 
Quarter. The National Council of Crime and Delinquency standard of 1 
unit per case and 5 units per investigation was applied to this average 
month-end figure to arrive at the average month-end workload per county 
or’daistrict. (Table 2) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services 
for investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive counselling 
or referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial, related contacts. It 
also reflects statutory supervision of such persons designated to report 
to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1971 shows 
an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities 
will be aware of any probation staff appointments which have either been 
made or proposed for additional staff to take care of such overloads 
during 1972. 


The percentage of "Completions without sentence" shown in Table of 
the appendix, serves as a significant although limited indicator of the 
effectiveness of probation supervision. It should not be construed = a 
figure reflecting the total percentage of "successful rehabilitations 
after a long term follow-up period, yet it undoubtedly includes a large 
percentage who successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation super- 


vision. 


i igure also includes a small percentage who were reported for 
Me ties tat, who nevertheless, were allowed to conc lude their ee 
without sentence. In 1971, 2,920 or 10% of probationers were reporte or 
violation of probation, out of a total of 29 5,211 under please We ee 
unable to estimate the percentage of those probationers reported, : : wer 
either sentenced in relation to the violation or who were padunl sepa ane 
complete their original probation order, notwithstanding the violat1 p ‘ 
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The following abbreviations are used: 


P.S.R. - means - Pre-Sentence Report 


S.H. - means - Social History 
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Algoma 
Brant 
Bruce 
Carleton 
Cochrane 
Elgin 
Essex 
Frontenac 
Grey 
Haldimand 
Halton 
Hastings 
Huron 
Kenora 
Kent 
Lambton 


Lanark 


Leeds & Grenville 


Lennox & 
Addington 


Manitoulin 
| Middlesex 
| Muskoka 
Niagara 
Nippissing 
Norfolk 


Northumberland 
& Durham 


Ontario 
Oxford 
Parry Sound 
Peel 


Perth 
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Ontario Provincial Probation Services 





Comparative Statistics 


TABLE I 


Average No. 
Supervision 


cases per 
month end 


70 71 
358 Sse 
105 90 
92 58 
681 731 
238 258 
70 6), 
30 63 
27h 300 
11h 104, 
37 43 
202 239 
161 Pail 
68 7h 
200 273 
215 225 
Bie BoM 
6h, yl 
150 167 
6 50 
30 ho 
363 49h 
36 3h 
25 13 
153 141 
66 6h 
108 121 
483 89 
87 103 
53 65 
318 381 


89 88 


Average No. 
PSRs bo es.'S 
X 5% per month 
*NCCD criteria 


70 71 
72 7h 
48 60 
10 16 

BBY) 30 
89 119 
38 52 

236 288 
ea offs 
66 70 
26 32 

130 123 
79 88 
6 13 
77 87 

163 110 

OWA] 8) 
2h 28 
\8 57 
23 35 
15 10 

167 228 
35 22 

277 285 
76 101 
39 h7 
37 oT 

125 116 

117 110 
18 2] 

189 20h 
39 28 


Average Family 

Counselling 

and Preventive 

Occurrences per 
month end 


70 71 
10 i 
0 1 
3 1 
h 2 
10 1 
3 6 
85 18 
6 8 
1 1 
2 2 
7 1 
6 6 
7 2 
12 h 
65 27 
7 2 
1 1 
3 2 
7 h 
O O 
1,0 98 
9 10 
21 8 
16 19 
3 2 
1 O 
1 1 
2 y1 
8 6 
2 1 
11 5 








2 
Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


Comparative Statistics 


TABLE I 

Average No. Average No. Average Family 

Supervision . PSR's, S.H.'s Counselling 

cases per X 5% per month and Preventive 

month end *NCCD criteria Occurrences per 

month end 

70 i 70 71 ij 71 
Peterborough 260 259 96 78 8 3 
Prescott & 
Russell 81 '& 0 31 3 1 
Rainey River HI 110 hg 7 3 fi 
Renfrew 95 125 33 h2 6 5 
Simcoe 318 3h9 190 18) 30 22 
Stormont, Dundas § 
& Glengarry 17h 159 138 130 
Sudbury 378 410 179 2h5 3 9 
Temiskaming 10 1)3 11 116 1 @) 
Thunder Bay 316 aie bo 6h 6 5 
Victoria & 
Haliburton 83 89 BH) 5h 1 1 
Waterloo 26 18 171 136 6 7 
Wellington 176 183 70 69 11 3 
Wentworth 67h 763 450 311 53 59 


York 569 93 978 961 20h 101 
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3 
Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


Comparative Statistics 


TABLE II 
er ere a eee 
*Complement of Average Month Average Month 
Case Carrying End Work Load End Work Load 


Probation Officers, 
Supervisors & Senior 
Probation Officers 


Per Officer 


70 71 70 71 70 71 

Brant 2 2 153 151 | 77 16 
Bruce 1 1 105 75 105 75 
Carleton 15 Tesh 1022 1073 68 73 
Cochrane 5 5 337 391 67 78 

Elgin 2 ou 1 1 1 122 55 5h 
Essex 9 105 661 769 ie 13 
Frontenac 3 3% 352 00 117 123 
Grey 2 2 181 (WAS 91 88 
Haldimand 1 1 65 Hal 65 77 
Halton . 5 339 363 68 73 
Hastings 3 3 2h6 309 82 103 
Huron 1 1 121 119 121 119 
Kenora 3} h 289 36), 96 91 

Kent hy h h)y3 362 111 91 

Lambton 5 5 h90 S32 98 106 
Lanark 1 1 89 86 89 86 
Leeds & Greenville 2 2 201 226 101 113 
eo. 1 1 76 89 76 89 
Manitoulin a 4 5 50 90 100 
Middlesex 9 Sy 690 820 fay 89 
Muskoka 1 1 80 66 80 66 
Niagara 9 o% 723 706 80 76 
Nippissing 3 3 25 261 82 80 
Norfolk 2 2 108 113 5h Oi 
a & ; WG 178 1h6 178 
Ontario 5 5 609 606 122 123 
Oxford 2 2 26 25h 123 127 
Parry Sound 1 1 i? 92 i 92 
Peel 6 6 509 586 85 98 


i ; 5 139 121 70 61 
er 
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Ontario Provincial Probation Services 


Comparative Statistics 


TABLE IT 
eee ee Seseeesoensionasniacscaw os 
*Complement of Average Month Average Month 
Case Carrying End Work Load End Work Load 


Probation Officers, 
Supervisors & Senior 


Probation Officers 
FE LS a ee ee ee eee 


Per Officer 


ahs pedal 70 71 70 7 
Prescott & Russell 2 2 12h 105 62 53 
Rainy River 2 2 19 23h 75 117 
Renfrew 2 2 13h, 172 67 86 
Simcoe 6 5s 539 555 90 101 
Stormont, Dundas 
& Glengarry 5 | 320 290 107 Zf 
Sudbury 8 Ts 560 66) 70 89 
Temiskaming 2 2 282 259 1h1 130 
Thunder Bay 5 oh 381 FT) 76 8h, 
aa 1 1 121 thy 121 hh 
Waterloo 7 Pa 603 561 86 78 
Wellington 3 3 257 255 86 85 
Wentworth 16 1h’s 1177 1133 7h 78 
York _78 83 5751 6005 74 72 


Total Complement 250 25545 
incial Mont Average Work Load - 1970 - 20,102 
Provinci onthly ag Se as WEE. 


Provincial Monthly Average Work Load - Re 
per Officer 1970 - ‘ 
1971 - 82.6 


1971 


*Supervisors and Senior Probation Officers carry 4 ena of twenty cases 
and are computed as carrying a quarter of a case load. 
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PERFORMANCE, EFFECTIVENESS AND WORKLOAD STUDIES 


. Some Studies on Success and Failure of Probation Supervision 
A, The Cambridge Department of Criminal Science Study (1958) 


One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of Criminal Science 
(1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation contains an indication of the 
percentage of successes during the period in which the order was in force and after 
a three year follow-up period. The study groups consisted of ,316 adult probationers 
and 5,020 juveniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). 


Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (198 - 53) Adults Juveniles 


(316) (5,020) _ 


Successful completion with no appearance in 
Court while the order was in force and no re- 
conviction during the follow-up period: - 70% 57.9% 


Successful completion of probation in spite of 
appearance in Court while the order was in force 
and no re-conviction during the follow-up period: - 3.8% 4.5% 


General rate of success: 73.8% 62 uh 








B. An Examination of the Results of Adult Probation (Ontario Probation Officers 
Association 1967) 


A preliminary three year follow-up survey has been completed by the Ontario 
Probation Officers Association on the Results of Adult Probation. (2) Selection 
and follow-up of cases from nine different rural and urban areas in Ontario 
revealed the following: - 


"There were 22 men and )) women for a total of 66 probationers involved in the 
survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women proved to be the more successful 
with 90.0% as compared to 65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 
58% to 85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, varying 
from 63% to 75%. There was one area at the extreme low of 58% and one area at the 
extreme high of 85%. It is also interesting to note that the more concentrated 
the population, the lower the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, the 
medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and the North with 75.5%. 





C. The Saginaw Project Michigan (1963) 


A further study focusing on the impact of caseloads and standards of selection 
on effectiveness and on the economics of intensified probation services was recently 
conducted in Saginaw, Michigan. This was sponsored by the Michigan Council of the 
National Council of Crime and Delinquency, The Michigan State Corrections Department, 
the Saginaw County Board of Supervisors and the Saginaw Circuit Judges. 


Two comparative periods were used: July 1, 1954 to June 30, 1957 and ae 1 MOST 
to June 30, 1960. Effectiveness figures for the first period were taken ty fo 
the records of Probation Officers who were supervising caseloads of from ie Ae 
probationers. In the second period by increasing the number of probation ol! icers 
caseloads were reduced to a maximum of 50. The diversion of graduate ee 
social work and qualified supervision was also added as a selection ana organ 


requirement. 


h an increase in the number and training 


caseloads reduced to 50, that this not only 
so achieved a higher ratio 


The following tables reveal that wit 
of Probation Officers and with maximum 
reduced the number of persons sentenced to prison but al 
of successful completions of probation. 
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The Saginaw Project by Michigan (1963) 

This study was undertaken and published by the Michigan Council of the National 

Council of Crime and Delinquency, January 1963. 

195, to 1957 Court Dispositions 1957 to 1960 Court Dispositions 

Probation 59 5% Probation 67.1% 

Prison _ P 36.6% Prison 19.3% 

Other Dispositions 3.9% Other Dispositions 13.6% 

100% 100% 

Successful completions Successful completions 

of probation 67% of probation 82% 

The study indicated that the average period of incarceration was 31 months at a 
cost of $,000 while probation supervision averaged 27 months at a cost of $630. 
Caseload and Workload Standards 
Research into Caseload Standards: 

1. "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the Professional Council 
of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) in the United States (1963) 
supplies the following workload formula by way of establishing the maximum work- 
load which a Probation Officer can effectively carry. This formula provides for 
one unit of work as representing the amount of time spent in the supervision of 
one case for one month, and five units as representing the amount of time spent 
on a pre-sentence investigation. In accordance with their criteria the maximum 
workload would be 50 units. 

2. The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in England and 
Scotland () presented by Parliament in 1962, while suggesting a formula would 
be difficult, to apply as there were many variables which could make the formula 
inapplicable, did suggest that if a formula was applied, 50 cases would be con- 
sidered as a standard caseload. 

3. The Probation Officers Association of Ontario in conjunction with Ontario Probation 
Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantative Survey (5) in 1963 and evolved a 
figure of 60 units as a maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 1 
unit, 1 P.S.R. = units) A number of other variables are considered in the 
formula. 

Application of Workload Formulae: 


The criterion which we have applied for workload references purposes in our 
Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1970 - 1971 is (1 case = 1 unit and 
1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum effective workload per officer). 
Application of this formula of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart 
from other considerations and weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a number 
of counties and districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady increase 
in demand on the part of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures 
must be qualified by the Area Supervisors own assessments and evaluative reports. 
Such reports are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates 
and in deciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 


mtario Probation Services 'Five Year Study on the Performance 


Figures used in the 0 rfor 
of Probation Officers". (7) From the Home Office Research Unit for Great Britain 
ficers were involved for 8% of their time 


for the year 1959 indicate that British Of 
in preparing social enquiries whilst the time in which Probation Officers in Ontario 


were occupied in this duty increased form 12.1% in 1958 to 26.8% in 1971. 
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The position which we would have to take in regard to the Problem of assessing 
Probation Officers' work by applying such formulae would be comparable with that of 
the British Home Office, Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962. 
While they have regarded 50 units as the standard "caseload", it must be noted that 
their formula would make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the 
part of the Court in the Province for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, on Assessing 
Probation Officers! Work by Formulae 


There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers! work by applying 
formulae. The needs of persons under supervision make widely varying demands upon 
officers; their non-supervisory work also varies from case to case and cannot, in 
any event, be expressed in terms which enable it to be added by simple arithmetic 
to the number of cases under supervision; and the work which an officer can reasonably 
be expected to undertake will depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer 
may be able to carry more work than a mediocre one; or it may be desirable to give 
him fewer cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, on Assessing 


Probation Officers! Work by Formulae 


We agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 
these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload standards may 
be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers than to individuals 
because within a normal group, variations in the capacities, methods, and rates 
of work of individuals may tend to cancel each other out. Our general conclusion 
however, is that the need for a caseload index has been reduced. Principal pro- 
bation officers have, over the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon 
their staffs, and their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship 
between the probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of 
trust and confidence, count for more than mere figures. The probation committee's 
concern should be to know how its principal officer assesses the "workload" rather 
than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight, that is to say, not only of cases 
under supervision but of all the probation officer's duties. The principal, in 
consultation with senior probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities 
of the officers, the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and 
should be able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 
We would not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should be wholly 
abandoned siwe they have a real, although limited, value as a measure of certain 
types of work; but we recommend that probation committees should treat them as a 
guide as to be considered in the light of their principal and senior probation 
officers' empirical appraisals. A similar approach will, we have no doubt , be 
employed by inspectors in advising the Home Departments upon the establishments 
that Committees propose. In so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, 
we think that the standard for a man officer should be fifty. 


Appendix References 
(1) Cambridge Department of Criminal Science: Great Britain a Report of the 


Cambridge Department of Criminal Science, London, MacMillan & Co. Ltd., 
New York, St. Martin's Press, 1956, Dede 


(2) Ontario Probation Officers Association, "Examination of the Results of Adult 
Probation" (January 1967, p. 80 Canadian Journal of Corrections). 


(3) Saginaw Project 1963: Published by the Michigan Council of Crime and 
Delinquency, January 1963. 


i i j i : S.A. Professional Council 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency: U.. 

Committee on Standards for Adult Probation, "Standards and Guides ate cra 
Probation", National Council on Crime and Delinquency, l East 23 Street, 


New York 10, N.Y¥., 1962, p.57- 

(5) Home Office and Scottish Home Department: "Report of the eee a ee 
on the Probation Service", London, Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 
1962, p. 108. 
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(6) Probation Officers Association of Ontario "Qualitative and Quantative Study" 


(7) 


Marks, V. M. Report of a Committee of the Probation Officers Association 
(Ontario) on Quantitative and Qualitative Aspects of Probation Work in Ontario. 
The Canadian Journal of Corrections, Canadian Corrections Association, 55 
Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 196h, p. 36. 
(Readers are referred to this reference for further information regarding 

the Probation Officers Association (Ontario) workload formula since full 
details regarding the formula and its application are not supplied). 


McFarlane, G. "Five Year Study on the Performance of Probation Officers 
According to Education and Orientation", Canadian Journal of Corrections, 
55 Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 196, p. 359. 
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EeyaeD. TB I 
SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 
AND NUMBER OF PERSONS 
UNDER PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION DURING 


THE YEARS 1970 & 1971 


County or Population Persons Under Persons Persons Under Average 
District Probation Placed Under = Probation Month-end 
Supervision Probation Supervision Caseload 

1970 oh Moos igioe ge ita tee een 

ALGOMA 104.691 338 341 295 288 31 307) || 357 «8 
Brant 87,21 112 105 — 87 105 92 | 105 90 
BRUCE 43,166 97 ep) 87 65 95 68] 92 58 
CARLETON 4? 577 680 713 89 897 713 820| 681 731 
COCHRANE 78,52 238 263 238 288 263 20G8 238) 7 258 
ELGIN 63,267 7h Bt 6 62 57 7h 70 6) 
ESSEX 293,729 280 395 367 478 395 99 | 30 8463 
FRONTENAC 91,20 28h 287 228 230 287 BOG 27h 300 
GREY 65,075 118 98 118 134 98 Toone ta 104, 
HALDIMAND 30,782 | 29 hh 56 56 hd bo ee) 43 
HALTON 178,783 157 219 212 29 219 Ooyel 202 230 
HASTINGS 92,129 143 190 134 208 190 OA} 161 215 
"HURON 50,398 56 72 61 Sou aye 6 | 68 7h 
| KENORA 33,413 179 27h 357 20 27) On, WOOO) eS 
) KENT 96,775 | 195 213 198 229 213 209 | 215 = 225 
_ LAMBTON 109,952 328 334, 297 295 33h 336 \e3ae | 8 8or 
| LANARK fF 39,203 52 65 98 86 65 59 |} 6h Sy! 
ous lp 5676 128 160 152 15 160 180s 50") siei 
| ADDINGTON 26,729 59 yA h9 6h 1 6b | SHG © 122 
| MANTTOULIN 6,972 30 39 3h 0 39 35 } 30 =o 
- MIDDLESEX 269 266 300 1,23 381. 409 «| 23 5u8 | 383 ho 
| MUSKOKA 28,1139 3h, 2 ho 28 he 26 | 36 3h 
NIAGARA 337 , 642 : 433 387 1,82 Lh? 387 21 | kes = 15 
NIPPISSING 68,153 13 160 167 thy 160 133 1153) 

_ NORFOLK |} 52,638 79 67 56 61 67 Bor Vacs ot 
— a - 122 86 Font Stee 126 | 108 = 121 


ONTARIO 186,001 2 519 7h = 9 | 519 not | 483-489 
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- County or 
District 


_ OXFORD 
PARRY SOUND 
| PEEL 

PERTH 

_ PETERBOROUGH 


| PRESCOTT & 
' RUSSELL 


RAINY RIVER 
_- RENFREW 


| SIMCOE 


STORMONT, DUND 


& GLENGARRY 
SUDBURY 

TEMISKAMING 
THUNDER BAY 


VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 


/ WATERLOO 
BELLINGTON 
WENTWORTH 


YORK 


TOTALS 


Total Persons Under Supervision: 


Population 


1970 
175,027 
23,612 

232,681 
60,548 
83,518 


His o3T 
21,600 
78,706 
Ie2sonu 


93.96 
169 ,269 
1, 969 
1335833 


40,48 
23,52 
10), 061 
388,091 


2,138, 322 
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Persons Under Average 


Persons Under Persons 
Probation Placed Under  Probatim 
Supervision Probation Supervision 
as-of Jane —1 Supervision as of Dec. 31 
1970 1971 1970 1971 1970 1974 
70 89 72 87 89 101 
hh 63 7h 85 | 63 80 
292 352 110 398 oe hot 
82 89 82 78 89 104 
2),3 267 209 198 267 258 
alt 76 70 86 76 79 
80 10) 102 132 10h 119 
85 103 132 127 103 133 
265 332 388 1,05 332 360 
150 182 235 194 182 173 
35h, 354, 277 356 35h, hh3 
118 159 199 191 159 15 
307 B32 352 337 332 387 
80 87 101 129 | 87 8h 
396 29 ho 12 29 1126 
16) 182 179 220| 182 211 
55h 707 696 695 707 154 
4138 = 4736 | =—4365 685 | 4736 = 5080 
12255 14368 14078 14843] 14368 15377 
1970 - 26,333 ceccecce 2 1971 Ge 295214 


Month-end 
Caseload 
during year 
1970. 1971 
87 103 
53 65 
318 381 
89 88 
260 259 
81 te 
vA 110 
ey ites 
318 3h9 
17h 159 
378 410 
1,0 13 
316 Sie 
83 89 
26 418 
176 183 
67h, 763 
4569 = 93 
1374h 14914 
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TABLETII 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 
ee OS TEN REPORTS 


SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
a  ENRUDALLUN OFFICERS 


During Years 1970 - 1971 


oe DISTICT eet cease 3 ee as RS 
During, Yea Officer during (to nearest round figure) 
ipOe gyi agro to 
ALGOMA 173 178 38 )0 72 7h 
BRANT 114 1h5 57 73 18 60 
BRUCE 23 39 23 39 10 16 
CARLETON 810 816 oh 55 337 30 
COCHRANE 21h 286 13 57 89 119 
ELGIN 92 12h 6 55 38 52 
ESSEX 568 690 §3 66 236 288 
FRONTENAC 172 220 57 68 72 92 
GREY 158 168 19 8h 66 70 
HALDIMAND 62 76 62 76 26 32 
HALTON oi 296 62 59 130 123 
HASTINGS 190 a2 63 71 79 88 
HURON 111 102 111 102 6 3 
KENORA 18), 209 61 52 LG 87 
KENT 390 329 99 82 163 110 
LAMBTON 423 46, 85 oS 171 193 
LANARK 58 68 58 68 2h 28 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 11) 136 57 78 8 of 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 5) 8 5h 8h 23 35 
MANITOULIN 35 2h 35 2h 15 10 
MIDDLESEX 01 56 5 ey) 167 228 
| MUSKOKA 85 52 85 by 38 22 
NIAGARA 612 685 59 7h 98 31 
NIPPISSING 183 2h3 61 ie 76 a 
_ NORFOLK 93 112 h? 56 39 h? 
ao : 88 136 88 136 ae oT 
_ ONTARTO 299 279 60 56 125 116 
OXFORD 281 265 11 132 117 110 
| PARRY SOUND 2 51 2 51 Ae = 
| PEEL 453 190 716 82 189 204 
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we ie 
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f Or ok: a 7. 
2k See _ wiht & 
i ay TSS EN 5 ‘art 
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(onenit bot deenmoen of) 


rer __ ayer 


GC ’ : 
,( 
ov. 7 7 
cs {a . AOTOMICUA sh 3 
ef 
ROK Tal 
rT; ¢ 
. » 
i 
’ ’ 
vi ¢ 
4) va 





COUNTY Number of 


OR DISTRICT Investigations TeeC ahem Roce waa 
and Reports Reports per (1 report=5 case points) 
During Year Officer during (to nearest round figure) 
PERTH 78 8), 39 h2 37 28 
PETERBOROUGH 231 189 77 63 96 79 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 97 7h h9 ai 0 31 
RAINY RIVER 117 280 59 1,0 9 117 
RENFREW 79 101 K@) 51 33 he 
SIMCOE 456 hd 76 80 190 18h, 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 332 311 111 10h, 138 130 
SUDBURY 429 588 5h 78 179 2h5 
TEMISKAMING 338 279 169 10 11 116 
THUNDER BAY 1y1 153 28 29 bo 6), 
ion 88 130 88 130 37 5h 
WATERLOO hi 327 59 Hs) 171 136 
WELLINGTON 169 166 56 55 70 69 
WENTWORTH 1080 7h7 68 52 450 311 


YORK 236 2 306 30 28 978 961 
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SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 
et NL 


COUNSELLING UNDERTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
_—_—_—_—_—S LRA ION OFFICERS 


COUNTY, 
OR DISTRICT 


ALGOMA 
BRANT 

BRUCE 

CARLETON 
COCHRANE 

ELGIN 

ESSEX 

FRONTENAC 

GREY 

HALDIMAND 

HALTON 

HASTINGS 

HURON 

KENORA 

KENT 

LAMBTON 

LANARK 

LEEDS & GRENVILLE 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 
MANITOULIN 
MIDDLESEX 
MUSKOKA 

NIAGARA 
NIPPISSING 
NORFOLK 


NORTHUMBERLAND & 
DURHAM 


ONT ARTO 
OXFORD 
PARRY SOUND 


PEEL 


During Years 1970 - 1971 


Family Counselling Preventive Average Month-End 
Cases Dealt with Counselling Counselling Cases 
During Year Occurrences (to nearest round figure) 
190 1971 PO 171 1970 ied al 
0 0 121 85 10 7 
0 1 2 3 0 1 
3 0 22 10 3 1 
0 ) )2 22 h 2 
2 1 100 162 10 1h 
2 5 5 5h 3 6 
431 85 286 110 85 18 
mn 2 65 77 6 8 
3 2 2 h 1 1 
0 2 32 11 2 2 
6 0 17 7 7 1 
0 5 67 65 6 6 
16 3 36 26 ii 2 
39 27 87 99 12 h 
172 71 253 128 65 a 
20 5) 50 15 7 2 
1 5 8 0 1 1 
0 0 26 16 3 2 
29 19 22 10 is h 
0 0 0 0 ; 
1 18 1378 803 1h0 98 
é 0 85 11 2 io 
96 31 m7 s 1 ; 
32 35 160 170 16 ” 
5 0 21 23 3 : 
0) 0 5 ° 
; 0 "1 7 
19 18 133 hee i: 
ik < 50 27 8 6 
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COUNTY Family Counselling Preventive Average Month-End 
OR DISTRICT Cases Dealt With Counselling Counselling Cases 
During Year Occurrences (to Nearest Round Figure ) 
1970 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 
PERTH 38 1h 72 57 11 5 
PETERBOROUGH 6 0 8), hs 8 3 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 6 5 on 12 3 1 
RAINY RIVER 6 30 33 83 3 7 
RENFREW 0 0) 67 55 6 5 
SIMCOE 12) 92 136 113 30 22 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY e) 7 99 0 8 1 
SUDBURY 5 0 2 69 5 9 
TEMISKAMING 0 0 8 1 1 0 
THUNDER BAY 5 2 67 h7 6 5 
VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 2 2 2 2 1 1 
WATERLOO 0 0 72 (Me 6 ? 
WELLINGTON 51 3 30 aT 11 3 
WENTWORTH 230 169 236 351 53 59 


YORK 20 a 1001 108) 20h 101 
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VIOLATION REPORTED - CHARGED LAID UPON INSTRUCTIONS OF COURT 


en VE UU 
AND PROBATION SUPERVISION COMPLETIONS 
EU ET LONG 


During Years 1970 - 1971 


VIOLATIONS 
County or Reported 
District 

70 71 
ALGOMA 59 75 
BRANT 12 1 
BRUCE 0 2h 
CARLETON 166. ~ 182 
COCHRANE 62 70 
ELGIN 15 7 
ESSEX 19 (be: 
FRONTENAC 51 2 
GREY 2h ae 
HALDIMAND 0 7 
HALTON 0 hh 
HASTINGS 15 at 
HURON 15 1h 
KENORA | 3 66 
KENT | 32 19 
LAMBTON 33 52 
LANARK 7 21 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE | 12 1S 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON| 5 12 
MANITOULIN 7 8 
MIDDLESEX Te 90 
MUSKOKA 1 8 
NIAGARA 98 80 

_NIPPISSING 12 31 
NORFOLK 12 is 
NORTHUMBERLAND 
& DURHAM 12 0 
ONT ARTO 52 ‘e) 
OXFORD 3 iH 
PARRY SOUND 1h ? 
PEEL oy 71 


Charged 
70 71 
192 veh 

hh 8 
On 28 
135° Ab 
28 ),0 
ie 7 
56 37 
13-26 
fer 8 
1 2 
25 25 
ee i 
2 0 
ey; lis 
5 1 
10 8 
20) 21 
10, 12 
1 4 
hy 7 
Al) 5 67 
0 1 
(ee) 
1 10 
6 8 
8 2 
35) 46 
9 1 

12 11 

307" 450 
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TABLEIV 


PROBATION COMPLETIONS 


Without Sentence 


70 
2h7 
96 
. 
808 
178 
9 
228 
20) 
109 
29 
129 
105 
62 
217 
164 


| 26 


65 
89 
53 
ike. 
25h, 
35 


457 


132 


63 


57 
301 
51 
9 
28 


373 


281 


70 


36 


76 


With Sentence 


Warrant 
Issued or 

Missing 
70 71 
6 8 
2 0 
0 0 
6 
2 2 
3 0 
1 3 
1 0 
0 1 
e) 0 
1 6 
1 0 
0 0 
h 1 
0 0 
2 8 
2 5 
h 3 
1 0 
1 0 
3 1 
1 1 
7 11 
0 2 
O 1 
2 2 
7 h 
@) 0 
1 1 
19 «18 
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VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Shae red Reported Charged Without Sentence With Sentence ihre 
PERTH 28 10 23 12 63 6, hy 6{ Oo 2 
PETERBOROUGH 18 30 LS let lf Poa 9 187 19 17/3 1 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 9 17 3. 10 99 62 S 1) 4 1 
RAINY RIVER 61 ) col CE 36 67 106 9 Gt. 20 mM 
RENFREW 16 8 i 2 91 90 10 6 1 2 
SIMCOE ms 66 18 371 305 317 15 2a A 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 37 19 ho = 18 170 190 2h 10] 1 2 
SUDBURY 70 oy) 17 36 316 278 16 SD ae 9 
TEMISKAMING ieee ME 5 12] 129 13 15 201 10 45 
THUNDER BAY 9 61 20 h6{ 309 260 26 35) 2 i 
VICTORIA & ! 
HALIBURTON 22 23 12 15 61 102 \ iy ss 0 
WATERLOO | 8h 102 55 88 366 13 35 Toit i STS 
WELLINGTON ees 31 el "29 13 150 21 We aoe 3 
WENTWORTH 109 Ibs i tae 1,66 607 92 ls @ 2 recs 
YORK 1119 1162 | 571 620} 3192 3715 hig Wis} 112 173 
1970 1971 
Total Completions 12,304 12,760 


Completions without 
Sentence 10,757 11,075 


Percentage of 
Completions without 
Sentence 87 ye 86.7% 
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TAB. Lk ¥ 
INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1970 - 1971 


County or Total Interviews Court Public Speaking 
District at Home - Collateral Attendances Engagements 

Visits and in Office 

a ee de a 2 TO ITD 
ALGOMA 755), 6617 1h9 15h 6 10 
BRANT 1,05 122) 126 180 12 3 
BRUCE 916 525 85 91 2 \ 
CARLETON 16638 15123 910 1h 29 29 
COCHRANE 4855 567 127 133 9 2 
ELGIN 1091 1075 121 143 5 dy 
ESSEX 8559 8153 (he) 495 6 9 
FRONTENAC 516 4620 202 267 18 2h 
GREY 14,75 1563 308 260 8 6 
HALDIMAND 977 986 55 67 1 2 
HALTON 2,65 3083 22h 2,8 8 ” 
HASTINGS 1579 2),32 218 216 9 10 
HURON 1828 1523 83 71 7 6 
KENORA 4993 6352 71 305 27 1 
KENT 1,087 34.87 276 193 38 19 
LAMBTON Wihh 3968 20 516 16 20 
LANARK 1295 762 97 70 0 1 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 1902 163 174 188 5 1 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 730 678 90 (© 2 1 
MANITOULIN 62 @e2 29 32 0 0 
MIDDLESEX 10016 7617 705 721 28 26 
MUSKOKA 1363 1190 15h 168 6 h 
NIAGARA 925) 8511 82h, 78 ei 2 
NIPISSING 3579 3958 156 17h ” is 
NORFOLK 1159 1051 5 118 0 0 
NORTHUMBERLAND & DURHHM 863 11h 57 an 0 : 
ONT ARIO 683 7638 173 175 ihe 4 
OXFORD 2618 2939 200 193 ie i 
PARRY SOUND 11,0 1.95 155 18 ? ; 
PEEL 1,080 583 238 178 : 
PERTH 1987 1953 M1 oe ‘ 
PETERBOROUGH 325 33)1 150 89 M3 os 
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ey at tions ~ Collateral etrtdancos -«~PUA®_Spaleng 

Visits and in Office 

bet eee idee 1971 1970, 971 | 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 1502 1005 121 82 0 1 
RAINY RIVER 2185 3318 8h 53 9 2 
RENFREW 1815 160), 170 125 0 2 
SIMCOE 6001 5972 30 363 11 6 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 5420 435 225 2h3 1h 10 
SUDBURY 5719 6371 174 196 5 10 
TEMISKAMING 22)1 2269 61 9 5 2 
THUNDER BAY 5639 6623 289 356 1 9 
VICTORIA & HALIBURTON 1278 1233 ail 80 8 1 
WATERLOO 4793 7576 532 4h8 83 38 
WELLINGTON 2983 2943 272 20h, 3 7 
WENTWORTH 1152 12660 578 636 31 22 
YORK 79826 87612 339 3203 6h, 21 





TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 


INTERVIEWS & VISITS 
1962" 2.1963) 196 1965. 1966 1967 «1968. 1969. 1970) | 1971 


Provincial Total 
Family & Occurence case 
interviews 3919A 52114 27814 22707] 21815} 31913} 34952 | 28258 | 12454} 792k 
Provincial Total . " | 
Reporting visits of 
Probationers to 
Probation Officers for 4 
Beery s6r 83890 95024 101134 10217] 109145] 132835) 1h239] 1512521 163374 17L498 
Provincial Total | 
visits by Probation 
Officers to Probationers 
“Homes 12600, 30211) 26162) 25770] 26801] 31253 3h74ly 33201) 33674 319h2 
Provincial Total 
visits by Probation NO NO 
Offi ith Collatera d 
Persons. —=SSS*S*S*w REPORT) REPORT 23502) 28041] 0688] 53976 53307| Legs1| L267 bn37h 
GRAND TOTAL | | 
of 9 
INTERVIEWS & VISITS 165689} 17738 |178612| 178935119819 | 29927} 265372 255662| 252174 255738 
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TABLETVI 
TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 


1962 1963 196, 1965 1966 1967__ 1968 1969 1970 1971 
Total Number on 
Probation 16187 17973 18552 18728 19780 19109 2039, 23683 26333 29211 
Total Number Placed on NNN 
Probation 8860 9962 9566 9681 10571 10119 11137 13186 1078 183 
Total Number OT 
Probation Jsnuary 1 7327 = 8011 8986 9017 9209 8990 9657 10497 12255 1368 
Total Number on 
Probation December 31 8011 8986 9017 9209 8990 9657 10497 12255 1368 15377 
Total Number Adults PE ge ae a as Oa ay 
Under Probation 
Supervision 10747 11702 11688 11772 12347 12287 13508 1567 18077 21321 
Total Number Adults 


Placed on Probation 5700 625 5939 6517 645 6408 7112 8580 9691 10708 
Total Number Children 


Under Probation 


Supervision 5400 6271 6864 6956 733 658 7286 8009 8256 7890 


Total Number Children CAs a ee, oo ona 
Placed on Probation 3160 3537 3627 isa stim si Bi 3669 025 606 387 #135 





Total Number Family & 

Occurrence Cases Coun- 

selled by Probation 

Officers 1802) 15566 16569 17978 21031 17618 18641 17617 7355 5305 


Total Number of Pre- 

Sentence Reports & 

Social Histories 

Prepared by Probation 

Officers 9777. 9042 1047) 10556 10931 11591 11895 11862 13136 13711 


Total Number of PSR's 


in Triplicate forwarded 
to Dept. of Correctional 
Services Whe 1295. 1277 1278 «= 12335 121% «13 07) “AO, 162k (275d 


Total Number of PSR's 
forwarded to Federal , 
Penitentiary Services 2h 280 292 254 270 26), 3,8 361 Shh 339 


Total Number Supervised 
on Parole 293 303 355 57 625 810 873 606 52 87 


Total Number Probation 
Cases Completed 6991 7786 8113 847 8486 9865 10320 10726 1230h 12760 


Total Number Probation 

Cases completed without 

ea 5881 6588 6931 7208 7317 8556 8877 9227 10757 11075 
EO a a eee nee 
PERCENTAGE OF 

COMPLETIONS WITHOUT Bei 84.6 85. 85.3 86.2 86.7 86.0 86.0 87.4 
SENTENCE 


AVERAGE MONTH-END 
WORK LOAD PER OFFICER 80.6 88.3 63.8 81.8 80.5 71-8 75.0 79.0 80.4 82.6 


ACTUAL COMPLEMENT OF 


FULL CASE CARRYIN 
OFFICERS : thts 1h%s 157 99. 21a) 9238’ 249) «2h 250 142 55% 


¥Cases are counted as one unit. P.S.R.'s & Social Histories are counted as five units. 


: ter of 
As of 1971 Senior & Supervising Probation Officers are counted as carrying one quarte 


a case load. 
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Prepared by:*:A.R. Stannah 
FOREWORD 


"Average Workload per month of Provinzial Probati £ i 
pA ett: es Les far on” 0 ich bes nae fede m3 on Of 
Goerkine pane (nee! rovinsial smobavion Officers in 


ae meee ee ee ee ee 


Our basic comparative statistical table is designed to reveal the 
range of duties and responsibilities and the average total month-end — 
workloads by County and District of provinzially employed Probation 
Officers. This compares the workloads of Officers in specific Counties 
or Districts in relation to the population, the number of caseworking 
Probation Officers, and the demands upon their services during the years 
of 1971 and 1972. All other explanatory and supportive data and related 
working tables are found in the appendix. 


The number of Probation Officers and the related figures reported 
in this study includes Supervising and Senior Probation Officers. They 
are all engaged in direct casework counselling and we are allowing for 
this to the extent of one quarter of a caseload per Supervisor and Senior 
Officer in the offices to which they are attached. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the average of 
the active month-end caseload ani monthly average of investigations per 
Officer as submitted by Area Supervisors at the end of each quarter. 
The National Counzil of Crime and Delinquency standards of 1 unit per 
case and 5 units per investigation was applied to this average month- 
end figure to arrive at the average month-end workload per county or 
district, (Table 2) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services for 
investigation reports, family counselling, and preventive counselling 
or referrals in relation to a variety of unofficial, related contacts. 
It also reflects statutory supervision of such persons designated to 
report to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1972 shows 
an overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities 
will be aware of any probation staff appointments which have either been 
made or proposed for additional staff to take care of such overloads during 


1973. 


The percentage of "Completions without sentence" shown in Table } of 
the appendix, serves as a significant although limited indicator of the 
effectiveness of probation supervision. It should not be construed as a 
figure reflecting the total percentage of "successful rehabilitations" 
after a long term follow-up period, yet it undoubtedly includes a large 
percentage who successfully rehabilitated with the aid of probation 


supervision. 


This figure also includes a small percentage wno were reported for 
violation, but, who nevertheless, were allowed to conclude their probation 
without sentence. In 1972, 2808 or 9.1% or probationers were reported for 
violation of probation, out of a total of 30,577 under supervision, We 
are unable to. estimate the percentage of those probationers reported, wo 
were either sentenced in relation to the violation or who were permitted 
to complete their original probation order, notwithstanding the violation 


report. 


D.C, Mason, 
Director or Probation & Parole Services. 
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Tables I & II 


PART B 


Table I 


Table II 


Table III 


Table IV 


Table V 


Table VI 


Lii 


INDEX 


Basic Worlload Tables 


Average Workload per Month of Probation 
Officers in Counties or Districts 
Calculated to the nearest whole figure. 


Souths 


Performance Effectiveness and Workload 
studies. 


Working Tables: Some Comparative Statistics 


Counties and Districts of Ontario with 
Populations and Number of Persons under 
Probation Officer's Supervision 


Investigations and Written Reports Submitted 
by Probation Officers 


Family Matrimonial Counselling and Other 
Preventive Counselling Undertaken by 
Probation Officers. 


Violations Reported - Charges Laid Upon 
Instructions of Court - and Probation 
Supervision Completions. 


Interviews and Other Comparative Data of 
Work of Probation Officers 


Ten Year Comparative Report 


The following abbreviations are used: 


P.S.R. - means - Pre-Sentence Report 


SoH. - means - Social History 
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Comparative Statistics 
Basic Workload 
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Average No. Average No. Average Family 
Supervision PSR's, S.H.'s Counselling 
ie S23 X 5% per month and Preventive 
month end *NCCD criteria Occurrences per 
month end 
ie @ 71 1 7) 72 
Parry Sound 65 59 21 Pal 6 3 
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Peterborough 259 251 78 91 3 1 
Say i 13 88 31 31 1 “ 
Rainey River 110 ally any 57 ‘i i 
Renfrew 125 Lh4 | 2 66 5 3 
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Thunder Bay 372 3h9 6) 67 5 hy 
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York 943 92 961 1009 101 106 
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Case Carrying End Work Load End Work Load 
Probation Officers, Per Officer 


Supervisors & Senior 
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ie ¢ 721 72 71 72 
Algoma les We 18 395 93 88 
Brant 2 2 151 162 76 81 
shee * : 75 108 75 108 
Carleton 1y 3/4 1h 3/4 1073 90 i 6) 
Cochrane y 5 391 09 78 82 
Elgin 24 24 122 159 5h Ti 
Essex 10% 105 769 890 73 85 
Frontenac 34 4 1,00 72 123 90 
Grey 2 2 175 185 88 93 
Halton 5 ly 363 \16 73 98 
Hastings 3 3 309 331 103 110 
Huron af al 119 8h 119 8) 
Kenora h h 36h 338 91 85 
Kent h h 362 376 91 9h 
Lambton 5 5 532 31 106 86 
Lanark 2h al 86 Th 86 7h 
Leeds & Grenville 2 1% 226 198 113 159 
eee ai ‘i 89 86 89 86 
Manitoulin ls he 50 50 100 109 
Middlesex 94 9% 820 887 89 96 
Muskoka 1 a 66 19 66 76) 
Niagara 94 8% 706 761 76 92 
Nipissing 34 34 261 Paes 80 86 
Norfolk 2 2 113 16) eile 82 
pee & . é 178 one 178 206 
Ontario 5 5 605 63h 123 127 
Oxford 2 2 25h 21h 127 107 
Parry Sound i il 92 83 ue P2 
Peel 6 64 586 678 0 Loe 





Comparative Statistics 
Basic Worklodd 
TABLE IT 
*Complement of Average Month 
Case Carrying End Work Load 
Probation Officers, 
Supervisors & Senior 
Probation Officers 


Average Month 
End Work Load 
Per Officer 
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tm ie fat 72 7: 72 

Peterborough 3 3 341 343 11) 11) 
Prescott & Russell 2 2 105 127 53 6li 
Rainy River 2 2 23h 181 17 91 
Renfrew 2 2 ale 213 86 107 
_ Simcoe OMS Os BBS 593 101 108 
Stormont, Dundas 

Re pleneares 3 3 290 229 97 76 
Sudbury Ts Ts 66) 607 89 81 
Temiskaming 2 24 259 26h 130 wy 
Thunder Bay 54 4 ))1 420 8), 80 
Victoria & 

Haliburton We ak Why STE Lyk ALS i 
Waterloo 74, T4 561 637 78 88 
Wellington 3 3 255 287 85 98 
Wentworth LPs lps 1133 1396 78 96 
York 83 83 6005 6057 72 13 
Total Complement 25.5 255% 


1 Monthly Average Work Load - 1971 - 21,113 
Provincia ly g cle DTS 


Provincial Monthly Average Work Iwad - ee: 
per Officer 1971 - 02. 

1972 - 85. 
171 


* Supervisors and Senior Probation Officers carry 4 ease of twenty cases 
and are computed as carrying a quarter of a case load. 
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SPPENDIEZ 
FEREORMANCE, EFFECTIVENESS, AND WRKLOAD STUDIES 
Some Studies on Success and Failure of Probation Supervisioa 


The Cambridge Department of Criminal Science Study (1958) 


One significant study conducted by the Cambrid Crimi 

y ne © ge Department of Criminal Science 
(1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation contains an indication air 
percentage of successes during the period in which the order was in force and after 


a three year follow-up period. The study groups consisted of ),316 ad i 
a \¢ e dult bations 
and 5,920 juveniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). : ec 


Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948 - 53) Adults 


u Juveniles 
(L316) (5,020) 

Successful completion with no appearance in Court 

while the order was in force and no reconviction 

during the follow-up period: - "JOR 57.9% 

Successful completion of probation in spite of 

appearance in Court while the order was in force 

and no re-conviction during the follow-up psriod:- 3.0% ho5% 


General rate of success? 73.0% 6? Le 


An Examination of the Results of Adult Probation (Ontario Probation Officers 
Association 1967) 


A preliminary three year follow-up survey has been completed by the Ontario 
Probation Officers Association on the Results of Adult Probation. (2) Selection 
and follow-up of cases fron nine different rural and urban areas in Ontario 
revealed the following: - 


"There were )22 men and };)) women for a total of 456 probationers involved in the 
survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women proved to be the more successful 
with 90.0% as compared to 65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 
58% to 85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, varying 
from 53% to 75%. There was one area at the extreme low of 58% and one area at the 
extreme high of 35%. It is also interesting to note that the more conzentrated 

the population, the lower the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, the 
medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and the North with 75.5%. 


The Saginaw Project Michigan (1963) 


A further study focusing on the impact of caseloads and standards of selection 
on effectiveness and on the economics of intensified probation services was recently 
conducted in Saginaw, Michigan. This was sponsored by the Michigan Council of the 
National Council of Crime and Delinquency, the Michigan State Corrections Department, 
the Saginaw County Board of Supervisors and the Saginaw Circuit Judges. 


Two comparative periods were used: July 1, 195) to June 30, 1957 and July 1, 1957 
to June 30, 1960. Effectiveness figures for the first period were taken from 
the records of Probation Officers who were supervising caseloads of from 70 to 100 
probationers. In the second period by increasing the number of probation officers 
caseloads were reduced to a maximum of 50, Tne diversion of graduate training in 
social work and qualified supervision was also added as a selection gad organizational 
requirement. 


The following tables reveal that with an increase in the mimber and training 
of Probation Officers and with maximun sasealoads reduced to 50, that this not only 
reduced the number of persons sentenced to prison but also achieved a higher ratio 


of successful completions of probation. 
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APPENDI 


-— ee ee ee 


The Saginaw Project by Michigan (1963) 


This study was undertaken and published by the Michigan Counzil of the 


Council of Crime and Delinquency, January 1963, eee 
1954 to 1957 Court Dispositions 1957 to 1960 Court Dispositions 
a i ly op Sto ba in coal lth alice) od pinta al 
Probation 59.5% Probation 6 
° 1% 
Prison 36.6% Prison 19.3% 
Other Dispositions £2 369%, Other Dispositions 13.6% 
100% 100% 
Successful completions Successful completions 
of Probation 67% of Probation 824 


The study indicated that the average period of incarceration was 31 months at 
a cost of $4,000 while probation supervision averaged 27 months at a cost of $530. 


Caseload and Workload Standards 
Research into Caseload Standards: 


1, "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - 4 report of the Professional Council 
of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) in the United States (1963) 
supplies the followlnz workload forma by way of establishing the maximum work- 
loai which a Probation Officer can effectively carry. This formula provides for 
one unit of work as representing the amount of time spent in the supervision of 
one case for one month, and five units as representing the amount of time spent 
on a: pre-sentence investigation. Im accordance with their criteria the maximum 
workload would be 50 units. 


2. Tne Report of the Departmental Comnittee on the Probation Service in England and 
Scotland (4) presented by Parliament in 1962, while suggesting a formila would 
be difficult, to apply as there were many variables which could make the formula 
inapplicable, did suggest that if a formila was applied, 50 cases would be con- 
sidered as a standard caseload. 


3. The Probation Officers Association of Ontario in conjunction with Ontario Probation 
Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantative Survey (5) in 1963 and evolved a 
figure of 60 units as a maximum which could be effectively carried. (1 case = 1 
unit, 1 P.S.R. = units) A number of other variables are considered in the 
formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae: 


The criterion which we have applied for workloal references purposes in our 
Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1970 - 1971 is (1 case = 1 unit and 
1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximim effective workload per officer). 
Application of this formula of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart 
from other considerations and weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a 
number of counties and districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady 
increase in demani on the pard of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social 
historles. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures 
must be qualified by the Area Supervisors own assessments and evaluative reports. 
Such reports are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates 
ani in deciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 


Figures used in the Ontario Probation Services "Five Year Study on the Performance 
of Probation Officers". (7) From the Home Office Research Unit for Great Britain 
for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers were involved for 8% of their time 
in preparing social enquirles whils’ the time in which Probation Officers in Ontario 
were oscupied in this duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 25.8% in 1971. 
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The position which we would have to take in sessi 
Probation Officers' work by applying such i aT eek Rc 
the British Home Office, Departmental Committee on the Probation Serie’ 1962, 7 
While they have regarded 50 units as the standard "caseload", it mst be n ted th 
their formula would make no allowance for a significantly ere Aah a 
part of the Court in the Province for pre-sentence reports and social Rietortes. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1952, on Assessing 
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Tnere is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers! work by applying 
formilas. The needs of persons under supervision make widely varyinz demands 100n 
officers; their non-supervisory work also varies from case to case and carios, in 
any event, be expressed in terms which enable it to be added by simple arithmetic 
to the number of cases uniler supervision; and the work which an officer can reasonably 
be expected to undertake will depend on his methods and capacities. A good officer 
may be able to carry more work than a mediocre ons; or it may be desirable to zive 
him fewer cases because he is capable of work of greater depth. ‘ 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, on Assessing 
Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae _ 
We agree that the view expressed to us that there is need for research into 
these matters, ani we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload standards may 
be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers than to individuals 
because within a normal group, variations in the capacities, methods, and rates 
of work of individuals may tend to cancel each other out. Our general conclusion 
however, is that the need for a caseload index has been reduced. Principal pro- 
bation officers, have, over the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon 
their staffs, and their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship 
between the probation fomnittee and its principal officer 1s the proper one of 
trust and confidence, count for more than mere figures, Tne probation comnittee-s 
soncern should be to know how its principal officer assesses the "workload" rather 
than the "caseload" of each officer: the weight, that is to say, not only of cases 
under supervision but of all the probation officer's duties, The principal, in 
consultation with senior probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities 
of the officers, the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and 
should be able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. 
We would not suggest that consideration of stanjard "caseloads" should be wholly 
abandoned since they have a real, although limited, value as a measure of certain 
types of work; but we recommend that probation committees should treat them as a 
guide as to be considered in the light of their principal and senior probation 
officers! empirical appraisals. A similar approach will, we have no doubt, be 
employed by inspectors in advising the Home Departments upon the establishments 
that Committees propose. In so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, 
we think that the standard for a man officer should be fifty. 


Appendix References 


(1) Cambridge Department of Criminal Science: Great Britain 4 Report of the 
Cambridge Department of Criminal Science, London, MacMillan & Co. Ltd., 
New York, St. Martin's Press, 1958, Peo 


(2) Ontario Probation Officers Association, "Examination of the Results of Adult 
Probation" (January 1967, p. 80 Canadian Journal of Corrections). 


(3) Saginaw Project 1963: Published by tne Michigan Counzil of Crime and 
Delinquency, January 1963. 


: nal Council 
(4) National Council on Crime andDelingiency: U.S.A. Professiona 
Committee on Standards for Adult Probation, "Standards and Guides for Adult 
Probation", National Council on Grime and Delinquency, , East 23 Street, 
New York 10, N.¥., 1962, p.57- 


(5) Home Office and Scottish Home Departments "Report of Nee: eee ae 
Committee on the Probation Service", Tonion, Her Majesty's Stationary 
Office, March 1952, p.103. 
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(6) Probation Officers Association of Ontario "Qualitative ani Quantative Study" 


(7) 


Marks, V.M. Report o° a Committee of the Probation Officers Association 
(Ontario) on Quantitative and Qualitative Aspects of Probation Work in Ontario. 
The Canadian Journal of Corrections, Canadian Corrections Association, 55 
Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 1954, p.3h6. 

(Readers are referred to this reference for further Infomnation regarding 

the Probation Officers Association (Ontario) workload formula since full 
details regarding the formila and its application are not supplied). 


McFarlans, G. "Five Year Study on the Performanze of Probation Officers 
According to Education and Orientation", Canadian Journal of Corrections, 
55 Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 1964, P. 359. 
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SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATIONS 


County or 
District 


ALGOMA 
BRANT 
BRUCE 
CARLETON 
COCHRANE 
ELGIN 
ESSEX 
FRONTENAC 
GREY 
HALTON 
HASTINGS 
HURON 
KENORA 
KENT 


LAMBTON 


LEEDS & 
GRENVILLE 


LENNOX & 


ADDINGTON 


- MANITOULIN 
MIDDLESEX 
MUSKOKA 
NIAGARA 
NIPISSING 
NORFOLK 


NORTHUMBERLAND 


& DURHAM 
ONTARIO 
OXFORD 

| PARRY SOUND 


| 
| 
| 
LANARK | 
| 
| 
! 
| 
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PEEL 


UNDER PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION DURING 


Population 


10),691 
87,21 
434166 

Ml? 577 
78 ,5h2 
63,267 

2935142 
91,20) 
65,075 

178,783 
92,129 
50,398 
33,13 
96. t1> 

109,952 
39,283 


71,670 


26,12? 

bole 
269 5266 
28 39 
337,62 
68,153 
52,638 


92,37 
186,001 
(Cua 
23,612 


232,681 


TABLE TL 


Persons Under 
Probation 
Supervision 
as of Jan. 1 
1971 
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387 
160 
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Bo 
89 
63 
352 
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Tie YEARS 1971 & 1972 


Persons 
Placed Under 
Probation 

Supervision 
1971 


288 
87 
65 

897 

288 
62 
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13), 

29 
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20 
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15 
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Persons Under 
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As of Dec. 31 
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Average 
Month-end 
Caseload 
during year 
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971 90 oh 
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363} 300 35h | 

110) 10h 117 
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756 215 236 
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2161 225 218 
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134 167 15 
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32 ho eT 
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County or 
District 


PERTH 
PETERBOROUGH 


PRESCOTT & 
ROSSELU 


RAINY RIVER 
RENFREW 


SIMCOE 


STORMONT, DUNDA 


& GLENGARRY 
SUDBURY 

TEMTISKAMING 
THJINDER BAY 


VICTORIA & 
HALIBJRTION 


WATERLOO 
WELLINGTON 
WENTWORTH 


YORK 


TOTALS 
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Population 


Bh gull 


i es 


60,5)8 
83,518 


41,937 
21,600 
78,705 
152557 


93 96 
169,269 
41,989 
133,833 


40,448 
23,542 
10,051 
388,091 


2,138,322 
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Persons Under 
Probation 
Supervision 
as "of Wane ll 
adel Lyfe 
89 
267 
76 
10), 119% 
103 3 
332 360 | 
! 
182 Bly 
\ 
35h ia 
m9 15 | 
332 387 | 
| 
87 8h | 
1,29 e 
182 211; 
707 757 
1736 s080| 
=. Soe 
{ 
15377) 


1,368 
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Persons Persons Under Average 
Placed Under Probation Month-eni 
Probation Supervision Caseload 
Supervision as of Dec. 31 during year 
Ld ce Be 4 ues Ile AS. Bee 


132 


127 
Os 


19) 
356 
nKenl 


5 if 


129 
12 
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695 

685 
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425 | 360 20; 3h9 389 
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271 bh3 310} W108 367 
160; 1h5 166; 1h3 15h 
232} 387 aul 372 akg 
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sa aie 931 89 87 
521 | 1,26 538} Wi8 = 465 
287 | PALMS 25 183 223 
1221 782 757 918 763 
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1,865 15377 15624 1h91y 15503 


Total Persons Under Supervision: 1971 - 29,211 sseecceoreeoe 1972 - 30,2h2 
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COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


ALGOMA 


BRANT 


BRUCE 


CARLETON 


COCHRANE 

ELGIN 

ESSEX 

FRONTENAC 

GREY 

HALTON 

HASTINGS 

HURON 

KENORA 

KENT 

LAMBTON 

LANARK 

LEEDS & GRENVILLE 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 
MANITOULIN 

- MIDDLESEX 
MUSKOKA 

NIAGARA 
NIPISSING 

NORFOLK 


NORTHUMBERLAND & 
DURHAM 


ONTARIO 
OXFORD 
PARRY SOUND 
PEEL 


PERTH 


avid 


TABLE I 
SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 


SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1971 -_ 1972 
Number of Average 
Investigations Investigation 
and Reports Reports per 
During Year Officer during 
year 
Lee Cae ci ates Ale 
178 167 IK) 37 
15 159 fe 80 
39 61 39 61 
816 765 oe) BP 
286 295 57 59 
12) 17 oe 65 
690 917 66 87 
220 268 68 51 
168 162 Bh, 81 
296 373 9 88 
212 201 71 67 
102 82 102 82 
209 169 52 he 
329 365 82 91 
Lod 296 93 59 
68 5 68 45 
136 123 78 2 
8) 16 8h 6 
oh 56 2h 56 
546 590 50 ol 
52 96 52 96 
685 789 7 96 
23 252 75 ite 
112 161 56 61 
136 135 136 132 
279 265 56 23 
265 260 132 ca 
51 51 51 2 
1,90 588 ue ss 
Bh Wh )\2 oi 


Average Case Point Value 


of Reports per month 


(1 report = 5 case points) 
(to nearest round figure) 
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110 
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COUNTY Number of 





OR DISTRICT Investigations ee bee nat oe 
plane boete Hee per (1 report = 5 case points) 
g cer during (to nearest round figure) 
i97l 1972 | 1971 1972 1971 1972 
PETERBOROUGH 189 218 63 73 79 fe 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 7h 88 37 hh el 37 
RAINY RIVER 280 ale) 140 68 Tay 57 
RENFREW 101 159 51 80 h2 66 
SIMCOE yh 6h 80 8) 18) 193 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 215 166 10) 55 130 69 
_ SUDBURY 588 5u5 78 73 25 227 
TEMISKAMING 279 261 140 116 116 109 
THUNDER BAY 253 161 29 31 6), 67 
VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 130 120 130 120 5h 50 
WATERLOO O24 388 45 Sh 136 162 
WELLINGTON 166 1,8 55 9 69 62 
WENTWORTH 747 97 52 65 311 395 


YORK 2306 221 28 29 961 1009 
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SHOWING FAMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 


COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


ALGOMA 
BRANT 
BRUCE 
CARLETON 
COCHRANE 
ELGIN 
ESSEX 
FRONTENAC 
GREY 
HALTON 
HASTINGS 
HURON 
KENORA 
KENT 
LAMBTON 
LANARK 


LEEDS & GRENVILLE 


LENNOX & ADDINGTON 


MAN ITOULIN 
MIDDLESEX 
MUSKOKA 
NIAGARA 
NIPISSING 
NORFOLK 


NORTHJMBERLAND & 
DURHAM 
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OXFORD 
PARRY SOUND 
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PRESCOIT & RUSSELL 


_ TN ee ee ee ee ee 
-——- = -——_-— 


During Years 1971 - 1972 








Average Month-end 
Counselling Cases 
(to nearest round 
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Family Counselling Preventive 

Cases Dealt with Counselling 
During Year Occurrences 
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COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


RAINY RIVER 
RENFR EW 
SIMCOE 


STORMONT, DUNDAS 
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Family Counselling 
Cases Dealt with 


During Year 


Agee gl 
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Average Month-End 

Counselling Cases 
(to Nearest Round 
figure) 
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Occurrences 
Las eg 1972 17 (4. 
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VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
County or Reported Charged Without Sentence Wi 
District zs ith Sentence Warrant 
Issued or 
Missing 
<a. 1 27 
wy [ ie ne 
PRESOOTT & sou 17 1} 10 6| 62 80 | 1s ' ‘ 
‘ \ 
RAINY RIVER 59 39 | 36 2h 106 sat 8 1d 0 
\ v 
RENFREW aes aT 2 27 90 165 | 6 19 ”) h 
SIMCOE | 66 por) 37 hes 317 “ich 22 31 11 9 
STORMONT, DJNDAS | 
& GLENGARRY | 19 aly, 18 13} 190 187 | 10 ly 2 5 
; \ 
SUDBURY | 52 9 Bo) Soleo 366 | 10 16 9 3 
d 
TEMISKAMING fy 23 28 12 ut 143 106 | 20 20 415 9 
‘ \ i 
THUNDER BAY | 61 a 6 29 | 260 21 | 36 36 7 3 
VICTORIA & | 
HALIBURTON aes re 15 1 102 82 | y) to 9 
j ’ ’ 
WATERLOO 102 73 | 88 = 61) 13 hihi 18 2s 18 1h 
! 
| WELLINGTON 31 28 | 29 271 150 203 | sp 16 3 3 
WENTWORTH 135 shen | pulet 90 607 626 7h 61 23 22 
YORK | 1162 sol | 620 598} 3715 3703 | 15 316.173 481 
_ TOTALs 2978 2808 | 1805 BIG (873 12876 ) 133k 1270 697 697 
1971 1972 
Mm Total Completions 13,706 1,83 
| Completions without 
sentence 12021. 12,876 


| Percentage of 
| Completions without 87.7 86.7 
‘Sentence 
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aS ee 
INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATA OF WORK 
OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


During Years 1971 - 1972 


County or Total Interviews Court Public Speaking 
District at Home - Collateral Attendances Engagements 

Visits and in Office 

1971 1972 197. (ag72 1971 1972 
ALGOMA 6617 8013 iol 125 10 7 
BRANT 122), 1390 180) #175 3 3 
BRUCE 525 693 a 70 \ 2 
CARLETON 15123 132h7 91, 682 29 2 
COCHRANE 56,7 5589 133 1 GL5o 2 5 
ELGIN 1075 145) ie Sel Mh \ 
ESSEX 8153 8819 hos. 829 2 3h 
FRONTENAC 1,620 4766 AS) eee) 2h 8 
GREY 1563 1529 260 228 6 st 
HALDIMAND 986 67 2 
HALTON 3083 Boe) 28 216 9 3 
HASTINGS 2,32 3152 216 190 10 16 
HURON . 1523 1123 71 oh 6 5 
KENORA 6352 64,89 305481202 Wy 6 
KENT 387 2857 193 bls 13 \ 
LAMBTON 3968 3634 B16 316 20 10 
LANARK ? 762 928 70,9 20 1 0 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 1,63 1670 188 206 i 5 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 678 901 75 61 a) 3 
MANITOULIN 732 518 32 os 0 0 
MIDDLESEX 7617 9061 721.  |.6l 26 15 
MU SKOKA | 1190 8h1 168 ai) mn 
NIAGARA 8511 8188 Thee! (ay 23 8 
NIPISSING 3958 3897 17h’ P13? 18 8 
NORFOLK 1051 1388 118 160 0 0 
NORTHUMBERLAND & DURHAM 111) 1321 5h 55 0 0 
ONTARIO 7638 7768 175 180 9 3 
OXFORD 2939 165 193 183 12 13 
PARRY SOUND 1495 1321 138 = 90 : 3 
PEEL 11583 1694 178 125 1 ca 
PERTA 1953 9223 50 Sh 1 5 
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County or Total Interviews Court Public Spe 7 
District oc eee erie Attendances cee 
1971 1972 wy A972 1971 1972 
PETERBOROUGH 3341 306), 89 65 a eae : oy 
PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 1005 1238 82 119 a 0 
RAINY RIVER 3318 3099 oe By 2 1 
RENFREW 160) 1929 125 208 ) ° 
SIMCOE 5972 5180 zicce ewe) 6 6 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 43h5 3657 243-125 10 8 
SUDBURY 6371 772 1965, E10 10 5 
TEMISKAMING 2269 22h2 h9 53 2 2 
THUNDER BAY 6623 5uL6 B56 330 9 3 
VICTORIA & HALIBURTON 1233 1186 80 53 a hy 
WATERLOO 7576 7895 Wy8 506 38 29 
WELLINGTON 29,3 3262 20h 175 7 5 
WENTWORTH 12660 13098 636 «= 68 22 18 
_ YORK 87612 83669 3202 6111 OL nh 


—= — a 
cme we ee ee ee we en ee ee me ee 8 eee ee ee ——— 


INTERVIEWS & VISITS 


1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 LOGS 2950 LOT Oe meee 1972 






ee ee ee ee ee — —— ee as a eed Toes - ae = oe eee ae ee ee ee a ee 
vincial Total . 
ily & Occurence S21 127812 | 22707 | 21815 } 31913 ; 3952 (28258 | va 61h) 


ie Interviews | ; | Fp 
eS 5 lad ee ee an sae emacs WERT ac 2 
yyincial Total | 


porting visits of | 95023 {01136 | 10217 LO9L\S 1132835 123h9 51252 1 163376 ae 17951) 








pbationers to \ 


| ; ! ! | 
l. ervisor re | | | ( | 
eat} ee eet to ae 


sits by Probation | 30222 | 26162 | 25770 | 26801 | 31253 | 34 74h ae 33670 + 31942 | 30701 
fficers to 
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bationers Homes : \, 1 Baie 
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ovinsial Total | 

MMe vy Probation | no 123802 | 2801 | )0s88 | 53976 4 53327 ien\ W2679 1 bl37hy 5029 

Jficers with 1! REPORT | | 

sllateral Persons | | 

\ \ ae ee So ee ep ep ae 

poe —-—------j- --—-4---} ----—-- | ane | 

| { | ' | 

3AND TOTAL S 

4 ‘ L773h8 A 1975 ms ae 1265372 a ole 255738 | 261388 
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TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 








| 1963 196 
ee ee oO 2902 2 06 196 1968 91969 1970. 1971 197m 


1 Probation UT71s. “is552-" 26728 


i 
| 





| 19780 19109 2039) 23683 26333 29211 3012 
|Total Number Placed on ai 2 Pees i aa es See a a a re le 
Pe shation 9962 = 9566 = 9681-10571 1011911137 13186 1,078 14843 14865 


ee 





rite em G01) 189860. S07 Sand oon cen Tale tinea een ee 
| Probation January 1 eo 7207 8990 9657 10K97 12255 1368 15 37 
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en eee —— 
- — ee ee ee a ee a Oe a 
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=e eee 
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| Total Number on 8986 907 20 
es ion December (31 ap 7207 8790 965T «LOOT 12255 1368 15377, 15686 


ee ee i a ee ee oe ee ee oe 
; ee ie ee me wm me eo meee ma oe ee = 
- Oe en ee ee hw ee ae 


| Total Number Adults 11702 11688 11772 
‘Under Probation m 12347 12287 13508 1567) 18077 21321 2250 


| Supervision 


Total Number Adults 
Placed on Probation 625 5939 65h7 645 6408 7112 8580 9691 10708 10781 
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Total Number Children 


| mcr Probation Super- 6271 6864 6956 7433 658) 7286 8009 8256 7890 7709 
vision 


-— =e 
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Total Number Children 
Placed on Probation 8537 3627 3828 W117. 3669) 025606 = 387) 35) yy 
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Total Number Family & 
Occurrence Cases Coun- 15566 16569 17978 21031 17618 1861 17617 7355 5305 632 
selled by Probation 
Officers 
| Total Number of Pre- 
| Sentence Reports & COleeee Louie 10556 — 10931-11591 11695. 11862 13136 1371n heer 
' Social Histories 
| Prepared by Probation 
Officers 
Total Number of PSR's 
in Triplicate forwarded 1395 (1277 1218 1233: "421% 23907  ahhO- * 62h 2756" eese 
to Dept. of Correctional 
Services 
| Total Number of PSR&'s 
) forwarded to Federal 280 292 25h 270 26) 38 361 33h 339 crak 
Penitentiary Services 


Weer Rear a a ee eT | =O IAS OES DP |, Se rene Sl 
(oem ee ee re es ee ee oe eee wee oe se hee era ae ee a en ee ee ee = 


Total Number Supervised on 
Parole 303 355 57 625 810 873 605 52 87 93 





Total Number Probation ’, | | 
Cases Completed 7786 8113 817 8186 9865 10320 10726 12304 13706 183 


Total Number Probation 
Cases completed without 6588 6931 7208 7317 8566 “68877 99227 10/5? 12021 12876 


sentence 


een a eee a SS HD 


A OG Re E> ree Ae ip Se) NP Se ORS, SS —_—— a a a acd ie oon a ra cma ie rd ae - 
ee ae eee - - - -_—_2e 2 = = —a-s me 


| PERCENTAGE OF 








COMPLETIONS WITHOUT B8h.6 85.4 85.3 Bhso 86.7. B6r0). 98600\- 837.1, SBR Seo 
SENTENCE 





#AVERAGE MONTH-END 
“WORK LOAD PER OFFICER B83 83.8 Bae RGtoee “PLR ero Ouro. 0. pisOau 82.6 85.) 


ACTUAL COMPLEMENT OF sg ok 
FULL CASE CARRYING Lh Fs 157 199 212 238 2h9 2h9 250 25545 25hs 


OFFICERS 
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*Cases are counted as one unit. PSR's & Social Histories are counted as five units. 


#*As of 1971 Senior & Supervising Probation Officers are counted as carrying one quarter of 
a case load. 
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ONTARIO PROBATION & PAROLE SERVICE 
COMPARATIVE STATISTICS 
FOR THE YEARS ive = 1975 
Prepared by: A. R. Stannah 
FOREWARD 


"Average Workload 
or Districts" 


er month of Pro 





vincial Probation Officers in Counties 


Our basic comparative statistical table is designed to reveal the range 
of duties and responsibilities and the average total month-end workloads by 
County and District of provincially employed Probation Officers. This compares 
the workloads of Officers in specific Counties or Districts in relation to the 
population, the number of caseworking Probation Officers, and the demands upon 
their services during the years of 1972 and 1973. All other explanatory and 
supportive data and related working tables are found in the appendix. 


The number of Probation Officers reported in this study are all engaged 


in direct casework counselling. Supervisors and Senior Officers are not included 
in this study. 


The monthly workload figure per Officer is based on the average of the 
active month-end caseload and monthly average of investigations per Officers as 
submitted by Area Supervisors at the end of each quarter. The National Council 
of Crime and Delinquency standards of 1 unit per case and 5 units per investiga- 
tion was applied to this average month-end figure to arrive at the average month- 
end workload per county or district.(Table 2) 


The report highlights the extensive use of Probation Services for investiga- 
tion reports, family counselling, and preventive counselling or referrals in 
relation to a variety of unofficial, related contacts. It also reflects statutory 
supervision of such persons designated to report to a Probation Officer. 


In any specific County or District, which during the year 1973 shows an 
overload per Probation Officer, the judiciary and other local authorities will 
be aware of any probation staff appointments which have either been made or 
proposed for additional staff to take care of such overloads during 1974. 


The percentage of "Completions without sentence" shown in Table 4 of the 
appendix, serves as a significant although limited indicator of the effectiveness 
of probation supervision. It should not be construed as a figure reflecting the 
total percentage of "successful rehabilitations" after a long term follow-up period, 
yet it undoubtedly includes a large percentage who successfully rehabilitated with 
the aid of probation supervision. 


This figure also includes a small percentage who were reported for violation, 
but, who nevertheless, were allowed to conclude their probation without sentence. 
In 1973, 2,659 or 8.2% of probationers were reported for violation of probation, 
oat of a total of 32,269 under supervision. We are unable to estimate the per- 
centage of those probationers reported, who were either sentenced in relation to 
the violation or who were permitted to complete their original probation order, 


notwithstanding the violation report. 


D. C. Mason, 
Director of Probation & Parole Services. 
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FOREWARD 


PART A 


Tables I & II 


PART B 


Table I 


Table II 


Table ITI 


Table IV 


Table V 


Table VI 


235, 


pe Ue ea 


Basic Workload Tables 


Average Workload per Month of Probation 
Officers in Counties or Districts 
Calculated to the nearest whole figure. 


Appendix 


Performance Effectiveness and Workload 
studies. 


Working Tables: Some Comparative Statistics 


Counties and Districts of Ontario with 
Populations and Number of Persons under 
Probation Officer's Supervision 


Investigations and Written Reports Submitted 
by Probation Officers 


Family Matrimonial Counselling and Other 
Preventive Counselling Undertaken by 
Probation Officers. 


Violations Reported - Charges Laid Upon 
Instructions of Court - and Probation 


Supervision Completions. 


Interviews and Other Comparative Data of 
Work of Probation Officers 


Ten Year Comparative Report 


The following abbreviations are used: 


P.S. Re - means - Pre-Sentence Report 


S.H. - means - Social History 
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Comparative Statistics 
Basic Workload 
TABLE I 


—_e—_—————————— 


Average No. 
Supervision PSRs, Osle! a 

cases per x 5* per month 
month-end *NCCD criteria 


Average No. 


0 ve 73 72 
I 
Algoma 2D 314 118 "70 
Brant ai) 94 66 66 
Bruce 82 82 15 25 
Carleton 819 608 309 318 
Cochrane 252 274 129 123 
Elgin 90 95 76 61 
Essex 520 506 324 382 
Frontenac 476 354 135 112 
Grey 100 A417 Py] 68 
Halton 297 261 163 155 
Hastings 269 236 104 8h 
furon 60 48 Lé 34 
Kenora 162 263 81 70 
Kent 234 218 445 152 
Lambton 338 306 172 123 
Lanark h6 5S 22 19 
Leeds & Grenville114 445 DD 51 
‘eee 57 63 28 19 
Manitoulin 38 27 24 23 
Middlesex 673 584 284 245 
Muskoka hd 3h 44 #0 

Briaara 385 427 276 329 
Nipissing 159 159 107 105 
aera 108 96 72 67 
ca 161 150 86 56 
Ontario Dio 52h 139 ee 
Oxford 90 Tae 134 108 


Average Family 
Counselling 
and Preventive 
Occurrences per 
month-end 
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Comparative Statistics 
Basic Workload 
TABLE I 


Average No. Average No. Average Family 


Supervision POW Oo, elle e Counselling 
Cases per x 5* per month Occurrences per 
month-end *NCCD criteria month-end 


te ae 03 72 1) 72 
err ne ee eee 
Parry Sound 64 59 27 24 5 F 
Peel 550 420 281 245 8 3 
Perth 114 113 53 48 4 5 
Peterborough 318 251 429 91 4 4 
Prescott & 

Russell 98 88 34 37 1 2 
Rainey River 148 4417 67 DY zy 7 
Renfrew 119 qh 60 66 g 5 
Simcoe 485 389 218 193 5 44 
Stormont, Dundas 

& Glengarry 183 160 107 69 0 0) 
Sudbury 319 367 195 229 19 1) 
Temiskaming 445 154 127, 109 0 1 
Thunder Bay 297 349 71 67 8 4 
Victoria & 

Haliburton 95 87 Xe) 50 0 © 
Waterloo 634 LES 207 162 6 7 
Wellington 279 223 ie 62 y) 2 
Wentworth 756 948 380 299 25 43 


York 5575 Loko 1198 1009 131 106 
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Algoma 

Brant 

Bruce 

Carleton 
Cochrane 

kigin 

Essex 

Frontenac 

Grey 

Halton 

Hastings 

Huron 

Kenora 

Kent 

Lambton 

Lanark 

Leeds & Grenville 
Lennox & Addington 
Manitoulin 
Middlesex 
Muskoka 

Niagara 
Nipissing 

Norfolk & Haldimand 


Northumberland & 
Durham 


Ontario 
Oxford 
Parry Sound 


Peel 


73 72 73 72 73 72 
conn ane See mer <8 NP ie 

Se li 462 395 84 88 
a 2 180 162 90 81 
1 1 103 108 103 108 
47 14 3/1168 940 69 6% 
5 5 394 hog 79 62 
2 ON 169 159 85 o 
10 10%, Buy 890 84 85 
5 By 51511 472 Uy a 
5 5 44.9 185 74 93 
5 Lif, 460 416 9e 98 
3 3 386 331 129 sa 
1 1 107 84 107 of 
k 4 as 338 62 2 
5 4 398 376 se i 
5 5 513 431 es oe 
1 1 70 7 a a 
“Yh ath 170 198 lee me 
; , 38 26 88 86 
: i a 50 424 100 

, ofh 4054 887 ie 96 
; a 79 88 79 
g Bi 665 761 = a 
3 ah 2/9 et? @ = 
3 180 164 90 re 
: 4 ok 206 124 206 
6 5 714 634 se bi 
: 5 248 24 124 ae 
; 4 93 ee i i 
7 64h 839 tee on ‘i 
3 5 168 ue * i 


Perth 
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Comparative Statistics 
Basic Workload 
TABLE IT 


“Complement of Average Month 


Case Carrying End Work load 
Probation Officers 


Average Month 
End Work Load 
Per Officer 








ign G2 1S. 72 

ee seeeee US Porat. The cfnm Grape cosiciad «! Uo elk) sivienieree sel 
Peterborough 5 3 454 34 
Prescott & Russell 2 2 133 129 
Rainy River 3 2 220 181 
Renfrew 2 2 182 213 
Simcce 5 We 708 o> 
Stormont, Dundas 
& Glengarry 5 3 290 229 
Sudbury ¢ Ve 553 607 
Temiskaming 4 OM 272 264 
Thunder Bay 6 py 376 420 
Victoria & 
Haliburton 1 1 444 137 
Waterloo 8 7h 847 637 
Wellington Z 3 57, 287 
Wentworth 15 Vp 1161 1396 
York 82 83 6906 6057 
Total Complement 264.25 255% 


Comparative Statistics 
Basic Workload 
TABLE IT 


*Complement of Average Month 


Case Carrying End Work Load 
Probation Officers 





Provincial Monthly Average Work Load - 1973 - 23,639 


Provincial Monthly Average Work Load - 1973 


per Officer 


S072 = 21,745 
- 89.4 
1972 - 85.4 


Average Month 
End Work Load 
Per Officer 


142 


44h 
406 
119 
7? 
8h 


107 


108 


76 
81 
4147 


80 


137 
88 
96 
96 
73 
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PERFORMANCE, EFFECTIVENESS , AND WORKLOAD STUDIES 


Some Studies on S 


uccess and Failure of Probation Supervision 


The Cambridge Department of Criminal Science Study (1958) 


One significant study conducted by the Cambridge Department of Criminal Science 
(1) in 1958 on the success and failure of probation contains an indication of the 
percentage of successes during the period in which the order was in force and after a 
three year follow-up period. The study groups consisted of 4,316 adult probationers and 
5,020 juveniles (persons ages 8 and under 17 in Britain). 





Total No. in Cambridge Study Groups (1948 - 53) ADULTS JUVENILES 
(4,316) 5,020 


Successful completion with no appearance in Court 
while the order was in force and no reconviction 
during the follow-up period: - 70% 57 9% 


Successful completion of probation in spite of 
appearance in Court while the order was in force 
and no re-conviction during the follow-up period: - 3.8% L. 5% 


General rate of success: 73.8% 62.4% 








An Examination of the Results of Adult Probation (Ontario Probation Officers 
Association 1967) 


A preliminary three year follow-up survey has been completed by the Ontario 
Probation Officers Association on the Results of Adult Probation. (2) Selection and 
follow-up of cases from nine difference rural and urban areas in Ontario revealed the 
following: - 


"There were 422 mean and 44 women for a total of 466 probationers involved in the 
survey. Of these, 68.3% were successful. Women proved to be the more successful 
with 90.0% as compared to 65.9% of the men. The success rates by area ranged from 
| 58% to 85%. Seven of the areas were bunched fairly close to the average, varying 

| from 63% to 75%. There was one area at the extreme low of 58% and one area at the 
extreme high of 85%. It is also interesting to note that the more concentrates 

| the population, the lower the success rate: the large urban centre with 63.3%, the 
| medium centre with 67%, the small centre with 71.5% and the North with 75.5%. 





i. The Saginaw Project Michigan (1963) 


A further study focusing on the impact of caseloads and standards of selection 
on effectiveness and on the economics of intensified probation services was recently 
conducted in Saginaw, Michigan. This was sponsored by the Michigan Council of the 
National Council of Crime and Delinquency, the Michigan State Corrections Department, 
the Saginaw County Board of Supervisors and the Saginaw Circuit Judges. 


Two comparative periods were used: July 1, 1954 to June 30, 1957 and July dig 
to June 30, 1960. Effectiveness figures for the first period were taken from the records 
of Probation Officers who were supervising caseloads of from 70 to 100 probationes. 

In the second period by increasing the number of probation officers caseloads were ey 

| reduced to a maximum of 50. The diversion of graduate training in social work and qual- 

| ified supervision was also added as a selection and organizational requirement. 





The following tables reveal that with an increase in the number and training 
of Probation Officers and with maximum caseloads reduced to 20 that this not eres . 
reduced the number of persons sentenced to prison but also achieved a higher radio o 


successful completions or probation. 
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Arron op ts 
C. The Saginaw Project by Michigan (1963) 


This study was undertaken and publish a 
of Crime and Delinquency, ienaad pat by the Michigan Council of the National Council 


1954 to 1957 Court Dispositions 1957 to 1960 Court Dispositions 


Probation 59.5% 


: Probation 67.019 
ane i 36.6% Prison ee 
er Dispositions __ 3.9% Other Dispositions 13.6% 
100% 100% 


Successful completions Succes i 
sful completions 
of Probation 67% of Probation 82% 


The study indicated that the average period of incarceration was 31 months 
at a cost of $4,000 while probation supervision average 27 months at a cost of $670 


Tag Caseload and Workload Standards 


Research into Caseload Standards: 


1. "Standards and Guides for Adult Probation" - A report of the Professional 
Council of the National Council on Crime & Delinquency (3) in the United 
States (1963) supplies the following workload formula by way of establishing 
the maximum workload which a Probation Officer can effectively carry. This 
formula provides for one unit of work as representing the amount of time 
spent in the supervision of one case for one month, and five units as 
representing the amount of time spent on a pre-sentence investigation. In 
accordance with their criteria the maximum workload would be 50 units. 


26 The Report of the Departmental Committee on the Probation Service in England 
and Scotland (4) presented by Parliament in 1962, while suggesting a formula 
would be difficult, to apply as there were many variables which could make 
the formula inapplicable, did suggest that if a formula was applied, 50 cases 
would be considered as a standard caseload. 


6 The Probation Officers Association of Ontario in conjunction with Ontario 
Probation Service conducted a Qualitative and Quantative Survey (5) in 1963 
and evolved a figure of 60 units as a maxiumum which could be effectively 
carried. (1 case = 1 unit, 1 P.S.R. = 4 units) A number of other variables 
are considered in the formula. 


Application of Workload Formulae: 


The criterion which we have applied for workload references purposes in our 
Comparative Statistical Report for the years 1970 - 1971 is (1 case = 1 unit and 
1 report = 5 units, with "50 units" as the maximum effective workload per officer). 
Application of this formula of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency apart 
from other considerations and weightings reveals very excessive workloads in a 
number of counties am districts. Much of the excess is undoubtedly due to a steady 
increase in demand on the part of most courts for pre-sentence reports and social 


histories. 


In the absence of proper weightings, we recognize that such workload figures 
must be qualified by the Area Supervisors own assessments and evaluative reports. 
Such reports are determining factors both in the preparation of annual estimates 
and in deciding upon the allocation of existing staff. 


robation Services "Five Year Study on the 

(7) From the Home Office Research Unit a Great 
indi iti i involved for of their 

Britain for the year 1959 indicate that British Officers were invol 

time in pene social enquiries whilst the time in which Probation Officers in 

Ontario were occupied in this duty increased from 12.1% in 1958 to 26.8% in 1971. 


Figures used in the Ontario P 
Performance of Probation Officers". 
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APPEND TI xX 


The position which we would hav i 

; e to take in regard to the Problem of as j 

ee ee or Pa epplying such formulae would be comparable with edo 
» Vepartmental Committee on the Probati S 
While they have regarded 50 units as th fog Eig rare 
e standard "caseload", it must be noted that 

Sante are would make no allowance for a significantly greater demand on the : 
part o e Court in the Province for pre-sentence reports and social histories. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probati i 
ation Service, 1962, on A i 
Probation Officers' Work by Formulae iol aiaaiacat 


There is evident difficulty in assessing probation officers’ work by applying 
formulae. The needs of personw under supervision make widely varying demands upon 
officers; therir non-supervisory work also varies from case to case and cannot, in 
any event, be expressed in terms which enable it to be added by simple arithmetic 
to the number of cases under supervision; and the work which an officer can reasonably 
be expected to undertake will depend on his methods and capactities. A good officer 
may be able to carry more work than a mediocre one; or it may be desirable to give 
him fewer cases because he is capable or work of greater depth. 


Home Office: Departmental Committee on the Probation Service, 1962, on Assessing 


Probation Officers’ Work by Formulae 


We agree that the view expressed to us that there is needs for research into 
these matters, and we are inclined to think that, whatever caseload standard may 
be evolved, they would be better applied to groups of officers than to individuals 
because within a normal group, variations in the capacities, methods, and rates 
of work of individuals may tend to cancel each other out. Our general conclusion 
however, is that the need for a caseload index has been reduced. Principal probation 
officers, have, over the years, acquired experience of the total demands upon their 
staffs, and their assessments of staffing needs should, if the relationship between 
the probation committee and its principal officer is the proper one of trust and 
confidence, count for more than mere figures. The probation committee's concern 
should be to know how its principal officer assesses the "workload" rather than the 
"caseload" of each officer; the weight, that is to say, not only of cases under 
supervision but of all the probation officer's duties. The principal, in consulta- 
tion with senior probation officers as necessary, should know the capacities of the 
officers, the hours they work and the precise nature of their cases, and should be 
able to judge whether individual officers are overworked or under-employed. We would 
not suggest that consideration of standard "caseloads" should be wholly abandoned 
since they have a real, although limited, value as a measure of certain types of work, 
but we recommend that probation committees should treat them as a guide as to be 
considered in the light of their principal and senior probation officers' empirical 
appraisals. A similar approach will, we have no doubt, be employed by inspectors in 
advising the Home Departments upon the establishments that Committees propose. In 
so far as reference to caseloads may still be helpful, we think that the standard for 
aman officer should be fifty. 


Appendix References 


(1) Cambridge Department of Criminal Science: Great Britain a Report of the 
Cambridge Department of Criminal Science, London, MacMillan & Co. Ltd., 
New York, St. Martin's Press, 1958, pe 3- 


(2) Ontario Probation Officers Association, "Examination of the Results of Adult 
Probation" (January 1967, p.- 80 Canadian Journal of Corrections). 


(3) Saginaw Project 1963: Published by the Michigan Council of Crime and 
Delinquency, January 1963. 


: Professional Council 
i Council on Crime and Delinquency: USeA~o 
a Peeercecs on Standards for Adult Probation, "Standards and Guides for Adult 
Probation", National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 44 East 23 Street, 
New York 10, NeYe, 1962, pe 57 


"Report of the Departmental 


; tment: 
© Bement cigs sak 2e0t te ane een Her Majesty's Stationary 


Committee on the Probation Service", London, 
Officer, March 1962, Pe 108. 
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(6) Probation Officers Association of Ontario "Qualitative and Quantative Study" 
Marks, V.M. Report of a Committee of the Probation Officers Association 
(Ontario) on Quantitative and Qualitative Aspects of Probation Work in Ontario. 
The Canadian Journal of Corrections, Canadian Corrections Association, 55 
Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 1964, p. 346. 
(Readers are referred to this reference for further information regarding 
the Probation Officers Association (Ontario) workload formula since full 
details regarding the formula and its application are not supplied). 


(7) McFarlane, G. "Five Year Study on the Performance of Probation Officers 
According to Education and Orientation", Canadian Journal of Corrections, 
55 Parkdale Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario. Volume 6, No. 3, July 1964, P. 359. 
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SHOWING COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS OF ONTARIO WITH POPULATION 


AND NUMBER OF PERSONS 
_EERSONS 


County or Population 
District 
1972 
ALGOMA 108,731 
BRANT 88,429 
BRUCE hh , 389 
CARLETON LAE 246 
COCHRANE 82,085 
ELGIN 63,257 
ESSEX 299,318 
FRONTENAC 96,651 
GREY 64,947 
HALTON 190 ,034 
HASTINGS 92,825 
HURON 52,007 
KENORA 34,047 
KENT 96 ,698 
LAMBTON 109 , 494 
LANARK 39,731 
ae 72,918 
LENNOX & 
_ ADDINGTON 27,717 
_ MANITOULIN 6,898 
| MIDDLESEX 272,789 
_ MUSKOKA 29,697 
_ NIAGARA 337,292 
NIPISSING 69 , 800 
NORTHUMBERLAND 
- & DURHAM 93,005 
ONTARIO 190,524 
| OXFORD 78,018 
PARRY SOUND 24,080 
PEEL 964. 5h0 


THE YEARS 1972 & 1973 
Persons Under Persons 
ccyechciea || erat Tate 
as of Jan. 1 Supervision 
1975 1972 1973 97a 
308 301 

97 92 
91 68 
814 820 
266 280 
98 ert 
517 499 
363 306 
110 120 
279 257 
256 214 
62 62 
182 217 
216 209 
279 338 
oy) 59 
430 180 
59 65 
32 22 
619 548 
36 26 
420 421 
162 133 
98 i 
409 126 
489 a3 
84 101 
52 ss 
ksh Lo 


Persons Under 


Probation 
Supervision 


as of Dec. 31 


1973 





1972 


Average 
Month-end 
Caseload 
during year 
1973 1972 
334 34h 
433 94 
82 82 
819 608 
252 7k 
90 =F) 
5eos S06 
376354 
100 86117 
297 261 
269-236 
60 48 
162 = 263 
234 218 
338 306 
46 55 
114 et 
57 163 
38 27 
673 584 
hy 34 
385 427 
159 159 
108 96 
161 150 
573 52h 
90 77 
64 mi, 
550 430 
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County or Population Persons Under Persons 
Nene ; P U; 

District Probation Placed Under hte sas ead 
Supervision Probation Supervision Caseload 
as of Jan. 1 Supervision as of Dec. 31 during year 

1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 

PERTH 61,754 120 104 88 91 414 120 114 113 

PETERBOROUGH 84,154 287 258 277 199 345 287 318 251 

PRESOCTT & 

RUSSELL 43,343 77 79 137 93 67 77 98 88 

RAINY RIVER 22,174 120 119 153 122 174 120 148 112 

-RENFREW 80 ,080 1e5 |) 55 162 190')) 149 139} 119] 14h 

‘SIMCOE 159, 187 420 360 | 513 has 521 20 | = 485 389 

STORMONT, DUND 

-& GLENGARRY 93,780 449 173 | 200 163 86 447 183 160 
SUDBURY 186 ,574 310 hh 346 271 285 310 319 367 
-TEMISKAMING 44,748 166 445 164 160 442 166 445 154 

‘THUNDER BAY 133,484 314 | |= 387 261 252 2h9 314 297 349 

VICTORIA & 

HALIBURTON 44,578 93 84 144 115 110 93 95 87 

WATERLOO 252,462 538 426 | 658 521 650 538} 634) 465 
iz 

WELLINGTON 106 , 388 254 211 299 257 221 254 279 223 
WENTWORTH 392,933 757 757 | 649 722 | 768 757) 756 763 
YORK 2,206 ,822 5,158 5,080 5,760 5,638 5,873 5,158 5,575 | 4,942 
| 95626 «© -15377_-«| 16643 14865| 17057 156261 17985 15603 
“Total Persons Under Supervision: 1973 - 32,269..cccoece asec 1972 “0, ate 
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SHOWING INVESTIGATIONS AND WRITTEN REPORTS 
BETTE REPORT'S 


SUBMITTED BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 
EE ERUA LION OFFICERS 


During Years 1972 - 1973 








COUNTY Number of A 
mee Store eras Rat 
During Year ia during (to nearest round foes 
Ieee} 1972 1973 1972 1973 1972 
ALGOMA 285 167 52 37 117 70 
BRANT 155 159 78 80 66 66 
BRUCE 38 61 38 61 15 25 
CARLETON 742 765 hh 52 309 318 
COCHRANE 311 295 62 59 129 123 
ELGIN 177 147 89 65 16 61 
ESSEX 279 917 78 87 321 382 
FRONTENAC 310 268 62 51 135 112 
GREY 113 162 57 81 49 68 
HALTON 397 575 (e 88 163 155 
HASTINGS 248 201 83 67 104 84 
HURON 110 82 110 82 46 34 
KENORA 44 169 kg he 81 70 
KENT 348 365 70 91 445 152 
LAMBTON 442 296 82 59 172 123 
LANARK 55 45 55 45 22 19 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 430 123 104 98 55 51 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 63 46 63 46 28 19 
MANITOULIN 56 56 56 56 at 23 
MIDDLESEX 679 590 7 64 284 2h5 
MUSKOKA 99 96 99 96 sf 40 
NIAGARA 665 789 83 96 276 329 
NIPISSING 275.52 92 78 107 We 
NORFOLK & HALDIMAND 168 161 84 81 72 67 
DURAN 05S 103 135 as 
ONTARIO 354 265 59 53 139 110 
OXFORD 322 260 161 130 oe ee 
PARRY SOUND 5h 54 5h 51 et - 


PEEL 662 588 95 98 281 245 
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_ COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


PETERBOROUGH 
“PRBScOPT & RUSSELL 
RAINY RIVER 
_RENFREW 

SIMCOE 


STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 





SUDBURY 
“TEMISKAMING 
‘THUNDER BAY 


/VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 


“WATERLOO 
| WELLINGTON 
‘WENTWORTH 


“YORK 


Number of 


Investigations 


and Repor 


ts 


During Year 


1 


179 
904 


2879 


1972 
41 
218 

88 
137 
159 
464 


166 
545 
261 


161 


120 
388 
148 
947 
2424 


te 


Average 
Investigation 
Reports per 
Officer during 
year 


Average Case Points Value 
of Reports per month 

(1 report = 5 case points) 
(to nearest round figure) 


1 1972 
53 48 
129 91 
34 37 
67 57 
60 66 
218 193 
107 69 
195 227 
127 109 
71 67 
49 50 
207 162 
5 62 
380 395 
1198 4009 
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AMILY MATRIMONIAL COUNSELLING AND OTHER PREVENTIVE 
COUNSELLING UNDERTAKEN BY PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


ALGOMA 

BRANT 

BRUCE 

CARLETON 
COCHRANE 

ELGIN 

ESSEX 

FRONTENAC 

GREY 

HALTON 

HASTINGS 

HURON 

KENORA 

KENT 

LAMBTON 

LANARK 

LEEDS & GRENVILLE 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 
MANITOULIN 
MIDDLESEX 

MUSKOKA 

NIAGARA 

NIPISSING 

NORFOLK & HALDIMOND 
NORTHUMBERLAND & DURHAM 
ONTARIO 

OXFORD 

PARRY SOUND 

PEEL 

BERTH 
PETERBOROUGH 


PRESCOTT & RUSSELL 


During Years 1972 - 1973 


Family Counselli 

figure) 

1 1972 1 1972 1 1972 
0 0 97.147 8 10 
0 0 Wf gee 2 2 
fe) 0 67 2 5 0 
0 6) 4120154 34 13 
0 0 145 139 12 12 
3 6 a7 bs, 3 3 
O 0 20 38 2 3 
) 0 29 «6h 2 5 
0 0 6) 0 O 0 
0 ) 1 6 0) 1 
5 b onic. 12 a 
0 ) 44 20 1 @ 
0 bs 67 54 6 ? 
= ”) 21856 18 ? 
4 6 29 15 3 @ 
6 3 hs Wize : : 
> 0 100 ot? 1 , 
5 20 3h 27 3 3 
0 0 : 2 ‘ 7 
; 3 1179 690 98 2 
5 0 52 60 4 
, 43 2938 3 

31 32 35138 i i 
2 0 0 12 0 7 
) 0 : : 
. 0 17 5 1 : 
; 9 275 33h 2 = 
; - ho? 3 c 
: . 61 63 5 : 
0 0 ae : : 
; ‘ 48 23 : 3 
0 6 ws) ate ; ° 
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COUNTY 
OR DISTRICT 


RAINY RIVER 
RENFREW 
SIMCOE 


STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 


SUDBURY 
TEMISKAMING 
THUNDER BAY 


VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 


WATERLOO 
WELLINGTON 
WENTWORTH 


YORK 


4 


Family Counselling 


= 4 

Sarggeent with” Gounetiing Goan ag ene 
figure) 

1972 1 1972 1 1972 

5 10 56 68 5 7 

fe) 0) 36 44 5 3 

10 44 35: 2400 4 10 

fo) fe) 0) 0 0 0 

0 1 152 «93 13 8 

0 0 6 5 1 0 

fe) 2 94 51 8 4 

4 fe) 0 2 0 0 

0 0 89 125 7 10 

2 %) DD 31 3 3 

5h 400 214 2A 22 3H 


0 6 1619 1211 135 101 
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TABLE iV 


Sr aseeseneeivoshnn ae enero ee 


AND PROBATION SUPERVISION COMPLETIONS 
During Years 1972 ~- 1973 


VIOLATION REPORTED - CHARGED LAID UPON INSTRUCTIONS OF COURT 


VIOLATIONS PROBATION COMPLETIONS 
Pact Sa Charged Without Sentence With Sentence ead 
2 > 72 2 Missing t 
_ ALGOMA 48 55 25 32 229 238} 21 28) 5 5 
| BRANT aa 6 3 | 100 92| 10 8| 2 3 
_ BRUCE 0 6 fo) 7 81 223 2 22 4 6 
CARLETON 175 202 | 156 158 902 a 74 76) 32 8 
B COCBRANE 53 82 27 4h 210 233| 22 2) 9 12 
_ ELGIN 8 8 6 7 67 52 3 7% 0 0 
_ ESSEX 415 120 ko 63 464 4o3| 34 ki | 43 13 
| FRONTENAC uh = 52 | 25 | 195 202} 17 251 3 4 
_ GREY 11 17 40 40 89 120 B ee. 0 
_ HALTON 67 77 37 4? 289 2ho | 34 30] 0 1 
_ HASTINGS 33 38 1 15 216 172 47 16] 0 ) 
| HURON 12 12 4 5 48 51 6 0 4 0 
 KENORA Aly 87 20 51 203 326| 2h 59] 8 1 
KENT 26 2k 12 é 155 212] 12 26} oO 1 
LAMBTON 37 ke nhs 6 290 291 16 28} Oo z 
_ LANARK 1 5 23 20 62 73 6 144) 5 0 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE | 24 28 15 19 92 126 6 71 0 0 
_ LENNOX & ADDINGTO 0 1 7 5 46 52 1 ees 0 
| MANITOULIN 4 2 2 2 27 36 3 1} 0 0 
_ MIDDLESEX 9% 13 | 63 66 | 499 437 | 44 wgf 1 13 
_ MUSKOKA 4 8 3 h 29 57 ae k} 2 1 
NIAGARA 404 92 85 72 408 420 55 79} 10 A5 
NIPISSING 9 9 5 3 155 444 ? 5| o 3 
NORFOLK & HALDIMOND 13 10 sce ) 97 93 7 2 é 1 
an : ) 6 0 1 96 92 2 0 0 0 
ONTARIO 414 117 59 52 492 395 | 4e 51 [ae 10 
OXFORD 4 3 1 1 87 81 8 10} 1 0 
PARRY SOUND 45 8 40 4 46 66 5 2) 06 7 
PEEL 92 87 78 kg 428 B46 | 33 3% 1 17 28 
PERTH 32 9 30 9 92 66 8 91 0 fe) 
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Lies 


s a am abn sal 


VIOLATIONS 


County or 


District “preztes Charged 
2 
PETERBOROUGH 33 26 
PRESCOTT & 
RUSSELL 13 12 
RAINY RIVER 39 39 
RENFREW 48 36 
SIMCOE 78 56 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 17 17 
SUDBURY 73 9h 
TEMISKAMING 43 28 
THUNDER BAY kh 54 
VICTORIA & 
HALIBURTON 20 15 
WATERLOO 88 Go 
WELLINGTON he 28 
WENTWORTH 161 157 
YORK 774 88h 
A973 
Total Completions 15,326 
Completions without 
sentence ~ 13,596 
Percentage of 
Completions 
Without Sentence 88.8 





PROBATION COMPLETIONS 


Without Sentence With Sentnece Warrant 


Issued or 
Missing 
e 2 
6 ‘ 
a 2 
(e) 0 
in h 
10 9 
5 5 
9 3 
10 9 
2 3 
0 ) 
6 14 
6 3 
he) 22 
390 484 
13596 12876 | 1130 1270 | 600 697 
1972 
14,843 
12,876 
86.7 
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1A BL EV 
INTERVIEWS AND OTHER COMPARATIVE DATE OF WORK 


OF PROVINCIAL PROBATION OFFICERS 


enone 


During Years 1972 - 1973 





County or Total Interviews Court Public Speaking 
District at Home - Collatoral Attendance Engagements 
Visits and in Office 
Leg) 1972 1973 1972 ee, 1972 
ALGOMA 6601 8013 124 125 17 7 
BREE 1475 1392 145475 3 3 
ee 956 693 76 8-90 0 2 
CARLETON 13547 13247 597 682 12 17 
COCHRANE 5416 5589 80 150 1 5 
ELGIN 1332 1454 203173 b, 4 
ESSEX 8847 8819 139 kag 16 3h 
FRONTENAC 4373 4766 245-373 19 8 
GREY 1935 1529 AOD 228 iF 4 
HALTON CELE) 3595 227 216 fe) D> 
HASTINGS 3230 3152 148 190 6 16 
HURON 1595 1123 75 54 4 5 
KENORA 4372 6489 118 202 16 6 
KENT 2621 2857 156 137 4 H 
LAMBTON 3810 3634 362 «©3116 Z 40 
LANARK 361 928 7h 120 4 0 
LEEDS & GRENVILLE 1276 1670 157. 206 3 5 
LENNOX & ADDINGTON 820 901 61 64 3 3 
MANITOULIN 549 518 32 33 G : 
MIDDLESEX 10593 9061 486 6K 20 15 
MUSKOKA 963 844 Sl Mie i 0 9 
NIAGARA 6167 8188 613714 3 8 
NIPISSING 3551 3897 91 139 12 8 
NORFOLK & HALDIMAND 1219 1388 173 160 4 0 
NORTHUMBERLAND & DURHAM 1667 1321 88 = 55 1 2 
ONTARIO 8767 7768 2ho 180 : 4 
OXFORD 4805 1466 204 183 7 13 
PARRY SOUND 4226 1321 101 ? ? 
PEEL 5719 4694 ie eae : 
47 54 1 ? 


eae 2173 aa 
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anaes Gives iin Sftamee bleu 
Visits and in Office ee 
Peek 1 1972 1 1972 1 1972 
OUGH 3812 3064 67 65 6 8 

PRESOCTT & RUSSELL 1394 1238 139119 3 0 
RAINY RIVER oli pe) 3099 47 57 0 1 
RENFREW 2272 1929 173. 208 7 2 
SIMCOE 6137 5180 367-311 ? 6 
STORMONT, DUNDAS 
& GLENGARRY 3650 3657 111 125 3 8 
SUDBURY 6599 7742 400 = 110 2 5 

| TEMISKAMING 2043 22hke 38 5 0) 2 

‘THUNDER BAY 4961 546 327 330 1 3 

VICTORIA & HALIBURTON 1215 1186 46 53 5 s 

WATERLOO 7896 7895 623 506 23 29 

| WELLINGTON 3688 3262 258 175 3 5 

WENTWORTH 13008 13098 712 = 648 16 18 

YORK 87829 83669 3259 6111 73 il 

| TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 

| INTERVIEWS & VISITS 






1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 


brovincial Total 

‘amily & Occurrence| 27812] 22707 | 21815) 31913 349521 28258) 12454 7924 6144 5994 
tase Interviews 

*Yrovincial Total 

leporting vistis of] 14436) so2k17 | 109145] 132835) 12549] 151252) 163576) VHH98) 17951) 179972 
robationers to 

*’robation Officers 

‘or Supervisor 

-rovincial Total 26162| 25770 | 26801) 31253) 34744) 33201 33670| 31942 | 30701| 27874 
risits by Probation 

Wfficers to 

*xrobationers Home 

rovincial Total 40688 6) 53327] 42951] 42679) 41374 | 45029) 4205% 
lisits by Probation 23502| 2804 hele 

Mficers with 


249927| 265372 







INTERVIEWS & VISITS| 178612} 178935 
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TABLE VI 


TEN YEAR COMPARATIVE REPORT 


1964 196 1966 196 1968 _196 1 1971 1972 1 


| Total Number on 





Probation 18552 18728 19780 19109 20394 23683 26333 29211 301h2 32269 
foetal Number Placed = = << 
on Probation 9566 9681 10571 10119 11137 12186 14078 14843 14865 16643 
— 
| pation 8986 9047 9209 8990 9657 10497 12255 14368 15377 15626 
‘etal Maaber on 
| itis Mr ot 9047 9209 8990 9657 10K97 12255 14368 15377 15626 17057 


otal Number Adults Under 
| Probation Supervision 11688 11772 12347 12287 13508 15674 18077. 21321 22540 24459 
(otal Number Adults es Setgauas a ft eae oe ee ee 
‘Placed on Probation 5939 6547 86454 6408 7112 8580 9691 10708 10751 12488 
Total Number Children 








}JInder Probation 

Supervision 6864 6956 7433 6584 7286 8009 8256 7890 7709 8110 
|Wrotal Number Children 

/Placed on Probation 3627 =93828)— 44117 3669 4025 4606 4387 4135 441k = 44115 





Wotal Number Family & 
}occurrence Cases Cancelled 
oy Probation Officers 16569 17978 21031 17618 18641 17617 7355 5305 4632 5594 


|fotal Number of Pre- 
}S5entence Reports and 
Social Histories 10474 10556 10931 11591 11895 11862 13136 13711 14221 15507 





‘Total Number of PSR's 

Jin Triplicate forwarded 

to Dept. of Correctional 

‘5ervices 1277 1218 1233 1211 1207 4440 1624 2758 2956 3104 





‘Total Number of PSR's 
‘forwarded to Federal 
|Penitentiary Services 292 bk 270 264 348 361 Sot 990 es 348 


fotal Number Supervised 
on Parole 355 457 625 810 873 606 52 87 93 405 


| Total Number Probation 
ases Completed 8113 8447 8486 9865 40320 10726 12304 13706 1484% 453526 


Total Number Probation 


¥ leted without 
Bence iia 6931 7208 7317 8556 88779 9227 10757 12021 12876 13596 


PERCENTAGE OF 
COMPLETIONS WITHOUT 


_ SENTENCE 85.4 85.3 86.2 86.7 86.0 86.0 87.4 87.7 86.7 88.8 
“AVERAGE MONTH-END 
|| WORKLOAD PER OFFICER 83.8 81.8 80.5 71.8 75.0 79.0 80-4 82.6 85-4 89.4 


ACTUAL COMPLEMENT OF 


FULL CASE CARRYING 
| OFFICERS 457 199«o212—Ssi«i2BSs«CHS 2H 250 25TH ASH AONE 


| *Cases are counted as one unit. PSR's and Social Histories are counted as five units. 
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